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Falconbridge,  C.J.  4th  January,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

DAVIS  V.  WALKER. 

Donatio  Mortis  Causa  —  Solicitor  —  Lack  of  Indspmdsnt 

Advice, 

A  practising  solicitor,  who  had  done  any  legal  business 
"Wnhich  deceased  had  in  her  lifetime  requited  to  bie  done, 
wt©  held  not  entitled  to  receive  a  donatio  mortis  causa  from 
deceased,  who  had  not  had  any  independent  advice  with  re- 
gard to  it. 

Walsh  V.  Studdart,  4  D.  &  War.  at  p.  171,  applied  and 
followed. 

Action  for  a  declaration  that  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  cer-f 
tain  money  evidenced  and  represented  by  certain  bank  books, 
a  mortgage,  and  the  title  paper  to  about  20  acres  of  land, 
with  an  agreement  of  sale  of  the  same  represeniing  the  pur-  I 

chase  price  thereon,  amounting  in  all  to  about  $1,500,  as  a  ' 

donatio  mortis  causa,  and  to  have  the  same  delivered  to  him  I 

by  defendant,  who  was  married  to  Betsy  Ann  Walker,  de-  i 

ceased,  late    of    the    township  of  Colchester  North,  in  the  i 

county  of  Essex,  and  is  the,  administrator  of  her  estate. 
The  families  of  the  plaintiff  and  deceased  had  been  fast 
friends  for  over  forty  years  and  continually  visited  each 
other,  and  on  the  evening  of  27th  February,  1901,  deceased, 
being  then  seriously  ill,  came  to  plaintiff's  house  and  made 
the  gift.  The  plaintiff  is  a  barrister  and  solicitor  practising 
in  Amherstburg,  and  transacted  any  legal  bjisiness  that  de- 
ceased required. 

The  action  was  tried  at  Sandwich. 

W.  R  Eiddell,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

E.  S.  Wigle,  Windsor,  for  defendant. 

Falconbridge,  C.J.  —  The  rule  that  delivery  of  a 
chattel  is  essential  in  order  to  constitute  a  valid  donatio 
mortis  causa  is  satisfied  by  an  antecedent  delivery  of  the 
chattel  alio  intuitu  to  the  donee:  Cain  v.  Moon,  [1896]  2  Q. 
B.  283 ;  Richer  v.  Voyer,  L.  K.  5  P.  C.  461.     So  far  as  the 


law  is  concerned  the  things  said  to  have  been  given  here 
were  all  valid  subjects  of  donatio  mortis  causa:  Brown  v. 
T.  G.  T.  Corp.,  32  0.  R.  319.  The  three  requirements  of 
such  a  gift  are  here  combined:  Cain  v.  Moon,  supra,  per 
Lord  Russell,  C.J.,  at  p.  286.  There  is  suflBcient  corrobora- 
tion in  law  and  in  fact  of  the  statements  of  the  plaintiff, 
whose  evidence  I  accept,  and  who  has,  in  my  opinion,  acted 
in  entire  good  faith,  but  he  is  a  solicitor  and  had  done  any 
legal  business  which  the  donor  in  her  lifetime  had  to  do, 
and  was  therefore  her  solicitor,  and  she  acted  without  having 
any  independent  legal  advice. 

The  principle  which  I  consider  applicable  to  this  case 
appears  to  have  been  clearly  laid  down  by  Sir  E.  Sugden  in 
Walsh  V.  Studdart,  4  D.  &  War.  at  p.  171;  and  he  does  not 
deal  at  all  with  the  question  of  corroboration  because  he 
had  already  asked  the  question:  "What  proof  is  there  that 
this  conversation  ever  took  place?"  and  then  he  lays  down, 
at  p.  171,  the  principle  I  have  referred  to,  on  the  assumption 
that  it  did  take  place.  See  also  Thompson  v.  Heffernan,  4 
Dr.  &  War.  285,  as  to  the  rules  laid  down  respecting  such 
alleged  gifts  to  a  clergyman  in  attendance;  and  see  also 
Godard  v.  Carlile,  9  Price  169;  Liles  v.  Terry,  [1895]  2  Q. 
B.  679.  The  action  will  be  dismissed,  and  as  the  invalidity 
of  the  gift  extends  as  well  to  the  pieces  of  paper  as  to  the 
moneys  of  which  they  are  the  indicia,  the  plaintiff  will  be 
ordered  to  deliver  to  the  defendant  all  documents  relating 
to  the  title  to  the  property.     No  order  as  to  costs. 

Davis  &  Davis,  Amherstburg,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Fleming,  Wigle  &  Rodd,  Windsor,  solicitors  for  defendant. 


6th  January,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

Re  THURESSOX,  McKEXZIE  v.  THURESSOX. 

Mortgage — Release  of  Part  of  Land  with  Right  of  Way — Effect 
of — Covenant — Right  of  Mortgagee  to  Recover  upon  often 
such  Rekase — Further  Evidence. 

The  release  by  a  mortgagee,  without  the  request  of  the 
mortgagor,  of  lot  one,  part  of  the  mortgaged  land,  "  together 
with  a  right  of  wav  for  all  purposes  over  lot  A,"  said  lot  A 
extending  along  the  rear  of  the  other  lots  covered  by  the 
mortgage,  as  well  as  lot  one,  is  such  a  dealing  with  the  mort- 
gaged property  as  prevents  the  mortgagee  from  recovering 
under  the  covenant  for  payment  in  the  mortgage,  because 
he  cannot  ro-tore  the  property  as  originally  mortgaged. 


Leave  was  granted  to  the  mortgagee  to  give  in  evidence 
a  release  of  the  right  of  way,  so  as  to  enable  him  to  restore 
the  property  to  the  mortgagor  as  it  was  when  mortgaged. 

An  appeal  by  S.  M.  Abercrombie,  creditor  of  the  estate 
of  Eyre  Thuresson,  deceased,  from  an  order  of  Neil  McLean, 
Official  Referee,  sitting  for  the  Master  in  Ordinary,  disal- 
lowing her  claim  under  a  covenant  contained  in  a  mortgage. 
Eyre  Thuresson  in  October,  1887,  made  the  mortgage  in 
question  to  one  Clare  to  secure  $11,000,  who  therein  agreed 
"  to  release  and  discharge  at  any  time  or  times  and  without  any 
notice  or  bonus,  any  portion  or  portions  of  the  land  having  at 
least  a  frontage  of  20  feet,  upon  payment  by  the  mortcragors, 
their  heirs,  executors  and  administrators  or  assigns,  at  the 
rate  of  $71  per  foot  frontage  for  the  portions  required  to  be 
released  or  discharged.  The  land  was  described  as  lots.  1,  2, 
3  and  4,  and  block  A  on  the  north-west  comer  of  Queen  and 
Sorauren  Streets  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  "said  lots  and 
block  A  having  a  frontage  of  157  feet  2  inches  on  Queen 
street,  by  a  depth  of  117  feet.  The  lots  had  that  frontage 
on  the  north  side  of  Queen  street,  and  block  A  was  a  piece 
of  land  having  a  frontage  of  10  feet  on  the  west  side  of 
Sorauren  Street  and  a  depth  of  167  feet  2  inches  and  ad- 
joined the  rear  or  north  limits  of  the  lots — in  reality  a  lane 
10  feet  wide  in  their  rear.  The  mortgage  was  made  pur- 
suant to  the  Short  Forms  Act.  In  December,  1888,  Thures- 
son conveyed  his  equity  of  redemption  to  one  Bryce,  who 
covenanted  to  indemnify  against  the  mortgage.  In  Jirne, 
1889,  Bryce  conveyed  to  one  Hickson,  who  gave  a  similar 
covenant  to  indemnify  his  grantor.  Hickson  died  in  Janu- 
ary, 1891,  and  in  administration  proceedings  one  McQuillan 
purchased,  and  liad  conveyed  to  him,  a  portion  of  the  land 
described  as  "  the  easterlv  40  feet  from  front  to  rear  of  lot 
number  one  on  the  north  side  of  Queen  street  and  west  side 
of  Sorauren  avenue  *  ♦  ♦  having  a  frontage  of  40  feet 
by  a  depth  of  107  feet;  together  with  the  rierht  of  way  for 
all  purposes  over  lot  A  shewn  on  said  plan."  Lot  A  is  block 
A.  Clare  executed  a  statutory  partial  discharge  stating 
that  Hickson^s  executors  had  satisfied  $2,200  of  the  mort- 
gage money  and  describing  the  piece  of  land  and  right  of 
way  exactly  as  described  in  the  conveyance  to  McQuillan. 
The  appellant  is  the  present  holder  of  the  mortgage  made 
by  Eyre  Thuresson,  and  seeks,  under  the  covenant  in  it,  to 
prove  against  his  estate  for  the  balance  remaining  uni)aid 
under  the  mortgage. 

The  apoeal  was  argued  on  12th  December,  1901,  before 
a  Divisional  Court,  Falconbridge,  C.J.,  and  Street  J. 


E.  D.  Armour,  K.C.,  and  B.  U.  McPherson,  for  the  ap- 
pellant. 

J.  D.  Montgomery,  for  executors. 

STREET;  J. — The  rule  is  that  as  soon  as  the  mortgage 
money  is  fully  paid,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  mortgagee  to 
restore  the  estate,  and  if  by  his  dealing  with  the  property, 
otherwise  than  with  the  consent  of  the  mortgagor,  he  h^ 
put  it  out  of  his  power  to  restore  'the  estate,  he  cannot  recover 
in  an  action  upon  the  covenant:  Palmer  v.  Hendrie,  27  Beav. 
349 ;  Perry  v.  Barber,  13  Ves.  198 ;  Gowland  v.  Garbutt,  13 
Gr.  578;  Munson  v.  Hauss,  22  Gr.  279;  but  in  such  action 
the  mortgagor  may  redeem :  Kinnaird  v.  Trollope,  39  Ch.  D. 

Beading  the  release  clause  with  the  description,  the 
proper  construction  is  that  the  mortgagee  must  release  on 
payment  of  $71  a  foot  on  Queen  street,  the  whole  depth  of 
the  part  released  to  the  north  limit  of  block  A.  The  power  of 
sale  has  not  been  exercised  and  therefore  the  mortfiragee 
must  be  readv  to  restore  on  redemption  the  land  covered  by 
the  mortgage,  except  any  portion  properly  released.  This 
she  cannot  do,  for  she  has  assented  to  the  creation  of  a  right 
of  way  over  block  A  which  cannot  be  restored  except  subject 
to  that  right.  It  is  contended  that  the  grant  of  the  right 
of  way  does  not  affect  in  reality  any  part  of  block  A  except- 
ing the  part  immediately  to  the  north  of  lot  one,  the  piece 
released,  because  there  is  no  sufficient  description  of  the 
purpose  for  which  it  is  granted,  no  ex  quo  nor  ad  quem.  It 
is  not  necessary  to  here  determine  the  limits  of  the  right. 
The  grant  of  it  was  made  by  persons  owning  not  only  block 
A,  but  portions  of  land  adjoining  it  on  the  south,  and  the 
grant  will  be  taken  most  strongly  against  the  grantors.  The 
mortgagee  has  no  right  to  encumber  the  mortgagor's  rights 
even  by  the  creation  of  a  cloud  to  remove  which  an  expen- 
sive law  suit  may  be  necessary.  It  would  have  been  quite 
different  had  the  right  of  way  been  limited  to  the  portion 
of  block  A  immediately  north  of  the  portion  of  lot  one 
released.  It  was  in  the  granting  of  the  right  of  way  over 
the  whole  of  block  or  lot  A  that  the  mortgagee  exceeded 
his  authority.  Formerly  the  mortgagee  could  have  re- 
covered at  law,  but  would  have  been  restrained  in  equity  until 
in  a  position  to  reconvey:  Perry  v.  Barber,  supra;  Munson  v. 
Hauss,  supra;  Forster  v.  Ivey,  32  0.  B.  175.  The  appellant 
asks  leave  to  put  in  a  release  of  the  offending  grant  so  far 
as  it  purports  to  give  the  right  of  way  over  anv  part  of  lot  A, 
but  that  in  rear  of  the  40  feet  released,  and  the  proper  order 
to  make  is  to  dismiss  the  appeal  with  costs,  but  with  a 
declaration  that  if  within  twenty  days  from  the  date  of  the 


order  the  appellant  brings  into  the  Master's  oflSce  evidence 
that  she  has  put  herself  in  a  position  to  restore  the  estate  bo 
far  SB  she  is  bound  to  do  so  under  the  terms  of  the  mort- 
gage^ she  be  admitted  to  prove  her  claim.  The  question  of 
quantum  will  of  course  tben  come  to  be  emsidered^  and  the 
mortgagee  will  be  charged  witb  such  a  sum  as  would  have 
entitled  her  to  release  tiie  40  feet,  i.e.,  with  $2,840.  A^inst 
this  she  will  be  entitled  to  charge  any  disbursements  prop- 
erly made  by  Clare  or  herself  in  preserving  the  mortgaged 
property  and  allowable  in  such  eases. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — I  concur.  Perry  v.  Barker,  supra, 
furnishes  abundant  autiiority  for  the  declaration, 

McPherson,  Clark,  Campbell  &  Jarvis,  Toronto,  solicitors 
for  appellant. 

Montgomery,  Fleury  &  Montgomery,  Toronto,  solicitors 
for  executofTB. 


The  Master  at  Hamilton.  30th  December,  1901. 

Falconbridge,  C.J.  7th  January,  1902. 

HOLMAN  V.  TIMES  PRINTING  CO. 
Special  Jury — Notice  of  Siribing — Time — Holiday. 

Notice  of  striking  a  special  jury  imder  B.  S.  0.  ch.  61, 
sec.  117,  served  on  the  23rd  December  for  the  28th  Decem- 
ber, is  bad ;  Christmas  Day  is  not  to  be  reckoned  in  the  four 
full  days  required:    Bule  343. 

Application  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  for  an  order 
setting  aside  service  of  a  certain  notice  served  by  defend- 
ants' solicitors  upon  plaintiff's  solicitor  on  23rd  December, 
1901,  purporting  to  be  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of 
R.  S.  0.  ch.  61,  sec.  117,  and  all  proceedings  taken  there- 
under subsequent  to  said  notice,  on  the  ground  that  the  ser- 
vice of  the  said  notice  is  insufficient  and  not  a  compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  the  said  section. 

The  facts  appear  in  the  judgment  of  the  Master  at  Ham- 
ilton:— ^It  appears  from  the  affidavits  and  papers  filed  that 
the  defendants  on  the  23rd  day  of  December  instant  served 
a  notice  upon  the  plaintiff's  solicitors,  that  they  had  sued 
out  a  ven.  fac.  jurs.  in  this  action  for  the  purpose  of  having 
a  special  jury  struck  herein,  and  that  the  sheriff  of  the  coimty 
of  Wentwortfi  had  appointed  Saturday  the  28th  day  of  De- 
cember instant,  at  half-past  twelve  p.m.,  for  striking  the  said 
special  jury. 

Section  114  of  ch.  61,  R.  S.  0.,  enacts  that  any  plaintiff 
or  defendant  in  any  case,  excepting  indictment  for  treason 
or  felony,  may  in  any  such  case  triable  by  a  jury  have  the 


issues  joined  tried  by  a  special  jury  upon  snu^g  out  the  neces- 
sary jury  process  for  that  purpose,  and  procuring  such  jur}' 
to  be  struck,  etc. 

Section  116  enacts  that  every  sheriff  upon  the  receipt  of 
the  writ  shall,  by  a  memorandum  in  writing  upon  the  writ, 
appoint  some  convenient  day  and  hour  for  striking  *  such 
special  jury,  the  day  and  hour  so  fixed  being  sufficiently 
distant  to  enable  the  party  suing  out  the  said  venire  to  give 
the  necessary  notice  to  the  opposite  party. 

And  sec.  117  enacts  that  the  party,  his  solicitor  or 
agent,  suing  out  the  ven.  fac.  shall  give  notice  in  writing 
to  the  opposite  party,  his  solicitor  or  agent,  that  he  has  sued 
out  a  ven.  fac.  and  of  the  day  and  hour  appointed  by  the 
sheriff  for  striking  the  same,  and  the  notice  shall  be  served 
on  the  opposite  party,  his  solicitor  or  agent,  four  full  days 
before  the  day  so  appointed,  etc. 

Eule  343  provides  that  where  a  period  of  less  than  six 
days  from  or  after  any  date  or  event  is  appointed  or  allowed 
for  doing  any  act  or  taking  any  proceeding,  holidays  as  de- 
fined by  Interpretation  Act  shall  not  be  reckoned  in  the  com- 
putation of  such  period. 

The  notice   referred   to   in  sec.    117    was    served    upon 
*  the  defendants^  solicitors  on  the  23rd  December  inst.,  and 
notified  them  that  the  sheriff  had  appointed  the  following 
Saturday,  the  28th  inst.,  for  the  striking  of  the  said  jury. 

The  plaintiff  urges  that  Christmas  Day,  a  legal  holiday, 
intervening  between  the  23rd  and  28th  inst.,  did  not  count, 
and  there  remained  only  three  full  days  instead  of  four  as 
required  by  the  statute,  and  I  do  not  think  there  can  be  any 
doubt  as  to  the  correctness  of  his  argument. 

The  plaintiff's  solicitors  notified  the  sheriff  and  the  de- 
fendants' solicitors  that  they  would  not  attend  upon  the  ap- 
pointment, as  the  notice  was  insufficient;  the  sheriff  pro- 
ceeded, however,  and  in  the  presence  of  the  defendants' 
solicitor  drew  a  list  of  forty  special  jurors  in  accordance  (as 
he  alleges)  with  said  Act. 

In  view  of  the  foregoieg  facts,  I  find  that  the  notice 
served  upon  the  plaintiff's  solicitors  on  the  23rd  December 
inst.,  and  all  proceedings  taken  thereunder,  should  be  set 
aside,  and  that  the  costs  incidental  to  this  application  be  costs 
to  the  plaintiff  in  any  event. 

The  defendants  by  special  leave  appealed,  and  the  appeal 
was  argued  before  Falconbridge,  C.J.,  at  Hamilton. 

P.  D.  Crerar,  Hamilton,  for  defendants.     Eule  343  only . 
applies  to  days  fixed  by  the  Rules,  and  does  not  extend  to  a 
period  of  time  fixed  by  an  Act  of  the  Legislature. 

lyArcy  Tate,  Hamilton,  for  plaintiff.  Section  127  of  the 
Judicature  Act  constitutes  a  council  of  the  Judges  to  consider 
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procedure  and  the  administration  of  law  in  the  High  Court 
of  Justice,  and  sec.  129  of  that  Act  makes  the  Rules  of 
Practice  prescribed  by  the  said  Council  of  the  same  force  as 
if  contained  in  an  Act  of  the  Legislature,  and  therefore  Rule 
343  governs  where  a  period  of  less  than  six  days  appointed 
or  allowed  for  doing  any  Act  or  taking  any  proceeding^,  and 
holidays,  as  defined  by  the  Interpretation  Act,  must  not  be 
reckoned  in  the  computation  of  such  period.  Striking  a 
special  jury  is  an  act  or  proceeding  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Rule,  and  therefore  Christmas  Day  must  be  excluded. 

Falconbridge,  C.J.,  affirmed  the  order  of  the  Master 
and  dismissed  the  appeal  with  costs  to  the  plaintiff  in  any 
event  of  the  cause,  reserving  leave  to  defendant  to  appeal,  if  so 
advised,  to  a  Divisional  Court. 

Carscallen  &  Cahill,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Crerar  &  Crerar,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


Meredith,  C.J.  January  2nd,  1902. 

OHAMBERS.  . 

Re  CURRIE. 

Infant — Will — Advanceme7it  on  Account  of  Legacy  Payable  at 

Majonty — Executor, 

Application  on  behalf  of  an  infant  twenty  years  of  age 
for  the  anoroval  of  the  court  of  the  pavment  to  her  by  the 
executor  of  the  will  of  Kate  Williamson,  deceased,  of  $200 
on  account  of  a  legacy  of  $1,500,  payable  to  the  infant  with 
accrued  interest  when  she  attains  majority.  It  was  shewn 
that  the  executor  and  official  guardian  approved  of  the  ad- 
vance, and  that  the  infant  needed  the  money  to  pursue  her 
studies  in  elocution. 

F.  W.  Harcourt  appeared  for  all  parties. 

Meredith.  C.J. — ^I  make  the  order  in  this  case  on  the 
authority  of  Re  Wilson,  14  P.  R.  261,  and  I  refer  also  to  Re 
Coutts,  15  P.  R.  162.  The  order  must  disclose  on  its  face 
the  consent  of  the  executor,  and  that  he  admits  that  he  has 
sufficient  funds  in  his  hands  to  meet  the  legacy  when  payable. 

McCarthy.  Osier,  Hoskin,  &  Creelman,  Toronto,  solicitors. 


January  7th,  1902. 

DIYIBIONAL  GOUBT. 

HISLOP  V.  JOSS. 

Appeal — Setting  down — Christmas  Vacation — Time  of — Rule^ 

790  (1),  352  (e). 

The  setting  down  of  an  appeal   to  a  Divisional   Court 


10 

under  Eule  788  (2)  is  not  "  doing  an  act  or  taking  a  proceed- 
ing in  appealing  to  a  Divisional  Court "  within  Rule  852  (e). 
Motion  to  stay  a  taxation  of  costs  as  of  an  abandoned 
motion  under  Rule  790,  or  for  an  order  confirming  the  set- 
tinfir  down  of  the  appeal.  The  judgment,  at  the  trial  without 
a  jury,  was  granted  on  13th  November,  1901,  and  de- 
fendant Lyon  served  notice  of  appeal  therefrom  on  25th 
November.  The  plaintiff  served  notice  of  ap^peal  on  the  16th 
December,  and  set  his  appeal  down  on  20th  December.  On 
24th  Decwnber  the  defendant  Lyon's  appeal  not  having  been 
set  down,  the  plaintiff  obtained  under  the  following  Rule: 
"790  (1). — Unless  otherwise  ordered,  if  a  party  who  serves 
a  notice  of  motion  does  not  set  the  motion  down,  he  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  abandoned  the  same,  and  the  opposite  pariy  y 
shall  thereupon  be  entitled  without  an  order  to  the  costs  of 
the  motion  " — an  appointment  for  26th  December  to  tax  the 
costs.  On  the  26th  December  the  appeal  of  defendant  Lyon 
was  set  down,  and  on  the  same  day  MacfMahon,  J.,  made  an 
order,  with  costs  to  nlaintiff  in  any  event,  staying^ the  taxation 
until  the  first  sittings  of  a  Divisional  Court  to  enable  defen- 
dant Lyon  to  apply  to  it  for  relief,  and  accordingly  this  mo- 
tion was  made  on  7th  January,  before  a  Divisional  Court, 
Meredith,  C.J.,  and  Britton,  J. 

A.  Mills,  for  defendant  Lyon. 
T.  Hislop,  for  plaintiff. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  at  the  close  of 
the  argument. 

Meredith,  C.J.^The  practice  ha.s  been  for  a  long  time 
to  set  down  appeals  in  Christmas  vacation,  and  as  the  matter 
is  not  res  integra,  it  is  better  not  to  disturb  a  practice  that  is 
well  settled.     Costs  throughout  should  be  in  the  action. 

Britton,  J. — I  concur, 

T.  Hislop,  Toronto,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

Mills,  Raney,  Anderson,  &  Hales,  Toronto,  solicitors  for 
defendant  Lyon. 

January  2nd,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

TRUSTEES     OF     CARLETON     PLACE     METHODIST 

CHURCH  V.  KEYES. 

Methodist  Church — Trustees  of.  Have  no  Rioht  to  Allot  Pews 
unless  for  a  Money  Consideration  or  Rent  —  But  may 
Pum-ish  under  Criminal  Code  any  Person  disturbing  the 
service  in  the  Church — 47  Vict,  ch,  88  (0.),  schedule  B. — 
-i?  Vict.  ch.  106  (/>.),  schedule  B.—Sec.  173,  Crim.  Code. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  judgment  of  County  Coiirt  of 
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Lanark  in  favour  of  plaintiff  in  action  in  that  Court  for  a 
declaration  of  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  Young  to  the  enjoy- 
ment of  pew  number  64  in  the  Carleton  Place  Methodist 
Church,  and  for  an  order  restraining  defendant  from  .inter- 
fering with  the  plaintiff's  control  and  enjoyment  of  the  said! 
pew,  and  for  damages  ags^nst  defendant. 

J.  J.  Maclaren,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 
J.  A.  Allan,  Perth,  for  plaintiffs. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by  Street,  J. — 
The  church  is  vested  in  the  trustees,  plaintiffs,  by  47  Vict, 
ch.  88  (0.)  and  47  Vict.  ch.  106  (D.)  upon  the  trusts  set 
forth  in  schedule  6.  to  each  Act,  and  under  paragraphs  2 
and  7  of  the  schedule,  the  trusteees  have  no  power  to  do 
as  they  have  done  here,  viz.,  allot  pews  or  seats  to  particular 
members,  unless  they  rent  to  them  for  a  mcmey  considerar 
tion,  and  not  having  done  so  all  the  seats  are  free,  subject  to 
regulation  during  service  as  to  seating,  and  to  prevent  dis- 
order and  overcrowding :  Asher  v.  Calcrof t,  18  Q.  B.  D.  607 : 
and  any  person  wilfully  disturbing  the  service  in  the  church 
may  be  punished  under  sec.  173  of  the  Crim.  Code.  In  this 
case  both  the  plaintiff  Young  and  defendant  claim  exclusive 
rights  to  the  pew.  The  squabble  is  not  a  creditable  one  to 
either  of  them,  but  it  seems  to  have  been  aggravated  by  the 
uncompromising  position  taken  by  defendant.  Though  there 
is  a  general  power  in  the  officers  of  any  nlace  of. public 
worship  to  distribute  the  members  of  the  congregation  in  a 
particular  manner  at  any  particular  service  for  the  purpose 
of  preventing  disorder  during  service:  Asher  v.  Calcrof t, 
supr^ ;  Eejmolds  v.  Monkton,  2  Moo.  &  R.  384 :  that  is  not  the 
right  claimed  here.  The  action  must  be  dismissed  without 
costs,  and  the  appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

J.  A.  Allan,  Perth,  solicitor  for  plaintiffs. 
Lavell,   Farrell,  &   Lavell,   Smith's  Falls,   solicitors  for 
defendant. 


Falconbridge,  C.J.  January  !^nd,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

THORNDYKE  v.  THORNDYKE. 

Gift — Parent  and  Child — Bounty  not  Bargainr-^Undue  In^ 

fiuence — Mental  Competence. 

Action  by  Joseph  Thorndyke,  the  executor  and  son  of 
Elizabeth  Thorndyke,  deceased,  to  have  a  discharge  of  mort- 
gage executed  by  her  in  favour  of  her  son  William,  the  de- 
fendant, set  aside  and  its  registration  vacated,  and  for  a 
declaration  that  the  mortgage  securing  $2,400  is  still  in  full 
force,  and  for  its  payment. 
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G.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  and  R.  Ruddy,  Millbrook,  for  plain- 
tiff. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  J.  J.  Maclennan,  for  defen- 
dant. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — The  features  of  this  case  distin- 
guish it  from  my  decision  in  the  case  of  Fisher  v.  Fisher, 
noted  in  the  Globe  and  Mail  and  Empire  newspapers  of  Feb- 
ruary 19th,  1901,  and  cases  therein  cited.  Here  there  was  no 
sign  of  coercion,  and  Mr.  White,  who  had  performed  some 
casual  legal  sen-ices  for  deceased,  though  hardly  to  be  called 
her  solicitor,  testified,  as  did  also  Miss  Good,  that  Mrs.  Thorn- 
dyke  gave  her  instructions  clearly,  and  knew  what  she  was 
doing,  and  refused  to  take  a  bond  from  the  defendant  for  her 
maintenance,  saying  that  she  could  trust  William.  The  de- 
ceased had,  in  1897,  remitted  the  interest  then  due,  and  there 
is  abundant  evidence  that  for  years  she  had  intended  to  give 
this  mortgage  to  William.  The  transaction  is  to  be  looked 
upon  as  bounty  and  not  bargain,  and  is  one  that  deserves  to 
be  upheld.     I  dismiss  the  action,  but  without  costs. 

I\.  Ruddy,  Millbrook,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

Robertson  &  Maclennan,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  defendant. 


LouNT,  J.  January  2nd,  1902. 

CHEVALIER  v.  ROSS. 
Amendment — Pleading — Diligence  in  Moving — Rule  312. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  order  of  local  Master  at  Corn- 
wall refusing  leave  to  plaintiff  to  amend  the  statement  of 
claim  by  increasing  the  amount  claimed  for  extras  in  para- 
graph 3  by  $79.33,  making  $199.90,  instead  of  $120.57,  and 
to  amend  the  reply  by  inserting  the  words  "  does  not "  before 
the  word  "  accepts,''  and  striking  out  the  "  s  "  from  that  word. 

J,  H.  Moss,  for  the  plaintiff. 

I.  F.  Hellmuth,  for  defendants. 

LouNT,  J. — The  plaintiff  clearly  made  a  mistake  in  not 
claiming  the  larger  amount,  and  has  used  reasonable  dili- 
gence in  moving  to  amend  after  discovering  his  error,  nor 
will  defendant  be  injured  by  allowing  the  amendment.  This 
is  a  case  to  which  Rule  312  applies  with  full  force:  see 
Cropper  v.  Smith,  20  Ch.  D.  at  p.  710;  Williams  v.  Leonard, 
16  P.  R.  544;  17  P.  R.  73;  Emery  v.  Webster,  9  Ex.  242. 

I  allow  the  appeal,  but  without  interfering  with  the  dis- 
position of  costs  by  the  Master,  and  give  leave  to  plaintiff  to 
amend  as  he  may  be  advised.     The  defendant  may  withdraw 
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the  money  paid  into  Court,  and  may  also  plead  as  advised, 
and  plaintiff  may  then  reply.  Costs  of  appeal  to  be  in  the 
action. 

Gogo  &  Stiles,  Cornwall,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Leitch,  Pringle,  &  Cameron,  Cornwall,  solicitors  for  de- 
fendant.   

January  3rd,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

JONES  V.  BISSONETTE. 

Writ  of  Summons — Order  for  Leave  to  Issue  for  Service  out 
of  Jurisdiction — Will  he  Granted  in  a  Proper  Case  and  will 
Fix  Time  for  Appearance— Rules  120,  128,  162  (g),  164 
— Separate  Causes  of  Action — Joinder  of. 

Motion  by  plaintiff  for  order  permitting  issue  of  a  writ  of 
summons  for  service  out  of  the  jurisdiction.  The  plaintiff 
carries  on  business  in  Toronto,  manufacturing  a  preparation 
for  bronchial  affections,  called  Carbo-Crea,  and  sells  a  vapor- 
izer. He  was  arrested  in  Toronto  by  defendant  Bissonette 
on  a  warrant  issued  in  Montreal  on  the  information  of  de- 
fendant Benedict,  charging  him  with  forging  a  testimonial 
respecting  Carbo-Crea,  hand-cuffed  in  spite  of  his  protest, 
and  taken  to  Montreal,  where  he  was  subsequently  tried  be- 
fore a  jury  and  acquitted.  The  defendant  Bissonette  is  High 
Constable  of  Montreal.  The  defendant  Benedict  is  the 
manager  of  the  firm  of  Leeming,  Miles,  &  Co.,  who  are  agents 
for  a  Vapo-Cresoline  Co.  The  defendant  Gibbons  is  the 
agent  in  Ontario  of  Leeming,  Miles,  &  Co.  The  action  is  for. 
malicious  prosecution  and  false  arrest,  and  plaintiff  charges 
conspiracy  by  the  defendants  Benedict,  Miles,  and  Gibbons 
to  prevent  his  manufacturing  his  preparation,  resulting  in 
the  laying  of  the  information,  the  arrest,  the  hand-cuffing, 
and  trial  in  Montreal.  The  'Master  in  Chambers  referred 
the  motion  to  a  Judge  in  Chambers,  and  upon  its  coming 
before  Boyd,  C,  he*  referred  it,  on  account  of  his  decision  in 
Oligny  V.  Beauchemin,  16  P.  R.  508,  to  a  Divisional  Court. 

W.  R.  Eiddell,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Street  and  Britton.  JJ.) 
was  reserved,  and  subsequently  delivered  by  Street,  J. — 
The  proper  practice  under  the  Rules  as  they  now  stanS  is  to 
obtain  an  order  fixing  the  time  for  appearance  in  a  writ  pro- 
posed to  be  issued,  and  allowing  it  to  be  served  outside  the 
jurisdiction  before  the  writ  is  issued.  Reasoning  from  the 
terms  of  Rules  120,  128,  and  164,  it  is  evident  that  before 
the  writ  referred  to  can  be  issued  it  is  necessary  to  obtain  an 
order  limiting  the  time  for  appearance,  which  order  must  also 
give  leave  to  serve  the  writ  out  of  the  juri^^diction.     Fpon 
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the  merits  disclosed  the  other  defendants  are  not  responsible, 
for  the  only  act  complained  of  against  Benedict  was  in  execnt- 
ing  the  warrant  of  arrest,  viz.,  hand-cuffing:  Hamilton  v. 
Massie,  18  0.  R.  686.  The  plaintiff  sets  up  two  separate 
causes  of  action,  and  he  cannot  join  them  in  one  aclion: 
Gower  v.  Couldridge,  [18981  1  Q.  B.  348;  Smurthwaite  v. 
Haftnay,  [1894]  A.  C.  494;  Mooney  v.  Joyce  and  Paulds  v. 
Faulds,  17  P.  R.  244  and  480.  But  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  an  order  as  to  the  defendants  Benedict  and  Tkliles,  joining 
with  them  defendant  Gibbons,  who  is  within  the  jurisdiction, 
and  wiio  ib  charged  as  one  of  the  persons  who  caused  the  lay- 
ing of  the  information,  and  he  is  a  proper  party  to  the  action, 
and  that  justifies  an  order  for  the  issue  of  a  writ  and  its  ser- 
vice out  of  the  jurisdiction  under  Rule  16^  (g) :  Croft  v. 
King,  [1893]  1  Q.  B.  419.  If  plaintiff  fails  in  the  action  ss 
to  Gibbons,  then  his  only  justification  for  having  brought  it 
will  be  shown  to  have  had  no  existence,  and  the  order  to  be 
issued  should  contain  a  condition  that  in  case  the  action  be 
dismissed  as  to  Gibbons  the  plaintiff  will  consent  to  its  dis- 
missal as  against  the  other  two  defendants. 

Beatty,  Blackstock,  Nesbitt,  Chadwick,  and  Riddell,  solici- 
tors for  the  plaintiff. 

Master  in  Chambers. 

Meredith,  C.J.  January  3rd,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

TAWSE  V.  SEGUIlSr. 
'     Particulars — Further  Particulars — Interpleader  Issue. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  order  of  Master  in  Chambers 
requiring  them  to  furnish  to  plaintiff  particulars  which  were 
directed  to  be  furnished  by  two  previous  orders. 

The  particulars  ordered  were  in  relation  to  the  amounts 
alleged  by  the  defendants  to  have  been  advanced  to  the  de- 
ceased. 

R.  C.  Clute,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

Gideon  Grant,  for  plaintiff. 

Meredith,  C.J. — Held,  that  the  particulars  furnished 
prior  to  the  order  appealed  against  were  not  such  particulars 
as  the  defendants  by  the  two  previous  orders,  or  by  either  of 
them,  had  been  required  to  furnish,  and  therefore  the  order 
was  right,  but  it  should  be  varied  so  as  to  point  out  more 
exactly  what  it  is  that  the  defendants  have  not  done  which 
they  ought  to  have  done.     Costs  to  plaintiff  in  any  event. 

Dods  &  Grant,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Clute,  Macdonald,  Macintosh,  &  Hay,  Toronto,  solicitors 
for  defcndant-s. 


la 
Britton,  J.  January  3rd,  1902. 

T^IAL. 

BLANQUIST  v.  HOGAX. 

Master  and  Servant  —  NegUgence  —  Voluntarily  Continuing 

in  Dangerous  Employment, 

Action  tried  at  Port  Arthur,  brought  to  recover  damages 
for  negligence. 

F.  H.  Keefer,  Port  Arthur,  for  plaintiflE. 
N.  W.  Rowell,  for  defendant. 
The  facts  appear  in  the  judgment. 

Britton,  J. — -The  plaintifE  is  a  miner  employed  by 
defendants,  and  was  injured  by  the  premature  explosion  of 
dynamite  placed  in  a  hole  drilled  by  jdaintiff.  It  was 
alleged  that  defendant  was  (1)  personally  negligent  in  not 
thawing  the  dynamite^  and  (2)  that  he  caused  drills  to  be 
made  smaller  than  those  heretofore  in  use  and  too  small  for 
the  cartridges  being  used.  The  jJaintiff  had  lost  to  a  great 
extent  the  use  of  his  left  arm  and  hand.  A  nonsuit  was 
refused  at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case.  The  jury  found 
in  answer  to  eight  questions  submitted  that  defendant  under- 
took to  thaw  the  dynamite,  that  he  was  negligent  in  not 
knowing  the  exact  size  of  the  dynamite  provided,  that  plain- 
tiff knew  the  dvnamite  was  partly  frozen  and  dangerous,  and 
he  knew  the  dangerous  character  of  the  work,  and  volun- 
tarily undertook  it,  but  could  not  by  the  exercise  of  reason- 
able care  have  avoided  the  accident,  and  in  answer  to  the 
fifth  question  that  the  smaller  drills  as  used  were  sufficient 
for  the  use  of  one  inch  sticks  of  dvnamite. 

I  do  not  think  that  there  was  any  evidence  of  negligence 
of  defendant  to  go  to  the  jury.  The  plaintiff  knew  his  dan- 
ger, had  the  means  of  avoiding  it,  but  voluntarily  continued : 
Woodley  v.  Metropolitan  D.  R.  W.  Co.,  2  Ex.  D.  384 ;  Thrus- 
sel  V.  Handyside,  20  Q.  B,  D.  359.  The  second  branch  of 
the  case  is  disposed  of  by  the  answer  to  the  fifth  question. 
There  is  no  evidence  of  use  of  any  other  than  one-inch  sticks, 
and  the  drills  used  were  one  and  five-sixteenth  inch  bit.  I 
dismiss  the  action,  but  do  not  give  costs  because  the  nlaintiflf 
did  not  ask  for  them. 

Frank  H.  Keefer,  Port  Arthur,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

W.  F.  Langworthy,  Port  Arthur,  policitor  for  defendant. 

January  Gth,  1902. 
DivisiovAT.  conn-. 

RE  GEDDES  AND  COCHRANE. 

Landlord  and   Tenant — Rewewal  of  Lease — Covenant — Con- 

gtrucHon  of — Increased  Rent — Average  for  Reneiral  Term. 

!Nf()tion  by  the  landlord  for  the  opinion  of  tho  Court  upon 
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a  special  case  stated  under  the  Arbitration  Act,  R.  S.  0.  ch. 
62.  sec.  9,  as  to  the  construction  of  a  renewal  clause  in  a 
lease  for  21  years  from  January  Ist,  1880,  at  a  rent  of  $106 
for  first  year,  $130  for  the  next  four  years,  $145  for  next 
five  years,  and  $178  for  next  11  years.  The  renewal  was  to 
be  at  an  increased  rent  to  be  settled  by  arbitration,  "  payable 
in  like  manner  and  under  and  subject  to  the  like  covenants, 
provisions,  and  agreements  as  are  contained  in  these  presents.*' 

H.  D.  Gamble,  for  the  landlord. 

John  MacGregor,  for  tenant. 

The  Court  held  that  the  arbitrators  are  bound  to  award. 

The  Court  (Falconbridge,  C.J.,  Street  and  Britton, 
JJ.)  held,  approving  In  re  Geddes  and  Garde,  32  0.  R.  262, 
that  the  arbitrators  are  bound  to  award  an  increased  rent, 
which  may  be  a  nominal  increase,  if  they  think  proper^  but 
it  must  be  based  not  on  the  amount  of  rent  for  the  last 
eleven  years,  but  on  the  rent  reserved  for  the  whole  term. 
That  the  arbitrators  might  make  the  increase  either  upon 
each  year's  rent  or  upon  the  average  of  ^he  whole  21  yean?, 
but  so  that  in  the  result  the  average  annual  rent  is  greater 
for  the  future  term  than  for  the  past.  No  order  avS  to  the 
costs  was  made  because  upon  the  case  submitted  the  Court 
had  nothing  to  do  with  costs. 

C.  &  H.  D.  Gamble,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  landlord. 

John  MacGregor,  Toronto,  solicitor  for  tenant. 


Falconbridge,  C.J.  January  Gth.  1902. 

trial. 

BOWERMAX  v.  TOWN  OF  AMHERSTBURG. 

Municipal  Corporation — Power  to  Permit  Laying  of  Oas  Pipes 
under  Streets — Private  as  well  as  Public  Purpose  of  their 
Use  does  not  Affect — By-law — Valid  if  Signed  by  Presiding 
Officer  Appointed  by  the  Council  in  Absence  of  Mayor, 
under  R.  S.  0.  ch.  223,  sec.  272 — R.  S,  0.  ch,  223,  sec. 
566  (3)  a^  amended  by  62  Vict.  (0.)  cli.  23,  articU  {a  S) 
—1  Edw.  VII.  ch.  26,  sec.  2^. 

Action  tried  at  Sandwich,  brought  by  plaintiff  on  behalf 
of  himself  and  other  ratepayers,  and  the  Attorney-General 
for  Ontario,  to  have  declared  invalid  a  resolution  of  the 
council  of  the  corporation,  subsequently  confirmed  by  bv-law, 
allowing  defendant  Fraser  to  lay  metal  pipes  under  the  sur- 
face of  certain  streets  for  the  purjiose  of  conveying  acetylene 
gas  to  his  neighbours,  to  re^5t^ain  defendants  from  laying  the 
pipes,  and  for  a  mandamus  to  defendant  Fraser  to  restore  the 
streets  to  their  former  state  of  repair. 

A.  H.  Clarke.  Windsor,  for  plaintiff. 
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D.  K.  Davis,  Aniherstburg,  and  F.  H.  A.  Davis,  Amherst- 
burg,  for  corporation. 

J.  H.  Eodd,  Windsor,  for  defendant  Fraser. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — The  council  had  power  under  the 
'Municipal  Act,  sec.  566  (3),  as  amended  by  62  Vict.  (0.)  sec. 
23  article  xaS).  to  authorize  defendant  Fraser  to  lay  the 
pipes,  notwithstanding  1  Edw.  VII.  ch.  26,  sec.  24.  The 
defendant  Fraser  is  not  supplying  light  for  his  own  purposes 
only,  but  for  municipal  and  public  purposes  of  the  munici- 
pality, and  the  public  see  fit  to  avail  themselves,  so  far  as 
tne  streets  in  question  are  concerned.  The  by-law  passed 
pending  the  action  and  confirming  the  resolution  is  valid, 
though  not  signed  by  the  mayor :  R.  S.  0.  ch.  223,  sec.  272 : 
but  the  presiding  officer,  who  had  power  to  sign.  Action  dis- 
mis:?ed  without  costs  between  plaintiff  and  defendants  or  be- 
tween defendants. 

Franklin  A.  Hough,  Amherstburg,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

Davis  &  Davis,  Amherstburg,  solicitors  for  defendants 
corporation  of  Amherstburg. 

Henrv  Clav,  Amherstburg,  solicitor  for  defendant  Fraser. 


Falconbridge,  C.J.  January  7th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

FITZGERALD  v.  FITZGERALD. 

Dower  —  Equity  of  Redemption  —  Fraudulent  Conveyance  by 

Husband  to  Defeat,  Valid. 

J.  W.  E.  seized  in  fee  of  certain  land,  mortgaged  it.  After- 
wards the  plaintiff  married  him,  he  promising,  as  an  induce- 
ment to  marriage,  to  leave  her  the  land.  Subsenuently  he 
conveyed  the  land,  subject  to  the  mortgage,  to  a  son  bv  his 
first  yxifo,  and  died.  The  son  was  aware  of  his  father's 
promise  to  plaintiff,  and  the  intent  to  defeat  her  claim. 

Held,  nevertheless,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 
dower. 

Finlay  v.  Chirnev,  20  Q.  B.  D.  at  p.  408,  Kc  Luckharut, 
2J)  O.  R.  Ill,  referred  to. 

A.  B.  Avlesworth,  K.C,  and  J.  W.  Beniict,  Peterborough, 
for  plaintiff. 

O.  H.  Watson,  K.C,  and  E.  B.  Edwards.  K.C,  for  do- 
fendant. 

Action  to  have  the  above  inentioned  convevance  set  aside 
was  tried  at  Peterborough  and  di^^mij^sed  without  costs. 

Roger  &  Bennet,  Peterborough,  solicitors  for  ])laintiff. 
E.  B.  Edwards,  Peterborough,  solicitor  for  defendant. 


O.W.B.  —  ?. 
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WKKKI.V   (  ni  |:t. 

TOWNSHIP  OF  GLOUCESTER  v.  CAXADA  ATLANTIC 

E.  W.  CO. 

Highway — Made  by  Crown  Surveyor  becomes  Road  within  both 
Municipal  and  Dominion  Railway  Act — By-law  not  Neces- 
sary to  Enable  Municipality  to  Exercise  its  Jurisdiction 
over — Direction  to  their  Overseer  Sufficient — Right  of  Rail- 
way to  Cross  Highway  and  Put  Fence  Across  under  sec,  90 
(g)  of  Railway  Act  (D.)  is  Governed  by  sees,  183  and  194; 
and  in  Crossing  must  not  Obstruct — Railway  Committee 
has  no  Power  to  Deal  with  this  Case,  and  the  Court  has — 
Fenelon  Falls  v.  Victoria  R.  W,  Co,,  29  Or.  4,  and  City  of 
Toronto  v.  Lorsch,  24  0.  R.  227,  followed. 

Special  case  heard  at  Ottawa.  Action  for  an  injunction 
to  restrain  defendants  from  obstructing  the  highway  between 
the  5th  and  6th  concessions  of  the  townshin  of  Gloucester, 
with  fences,  on  either  side  of  the  tracks  of  defendants  where 
they  cross  the  highway,  and  for  a  mandatory  jrder  compel- 
ling the  removal  of  the  fences. 

G.  F.  Henderson,  Ottawa,  for  plaintiffs. 

F.  H.  Chrysler,  K.C.,  and  C.  J.  R.  Bethune,  Ottawa,  for 
defendants. 

It  was  contended  for  defendants  (1)  that  the  highway  in 
question,  being  a  highway  in  law  and  not  in  fact — that  is, 
an  open  public  road  used  and  travelled  upon  by  the  public — 
it  is  not  a  highway  within  the  meaning  of  the  Railway  Act, 
51  Vict.  ch.  29  (D.) ;  (2),  that,  as  the  road  allowance  where 
the  fences  cross,  and  for  a  mile  on  either  side  along  the  road 
allowance,  has  not  been  cleared  and  opened  up  for  public 
travel  and  has  not  been  used  for  a  public  road,  it  is  neces- 
sai7  that  the  municipality  should  first  pass  a  by-law  opening 
it  before  the  municipality  can  exercise  any  jurisdiction  over 
it;  (3)  that  under  sec.  90  (g)  of  the  Railway  Act  they  had 
the  rieht  to  construct  their  tracks  and  build  their  fences 
across  the  highway;  (4)  that  the  only  tribunal  havinsr  juris- 
diction to  dt*al  with  the  questions  in  dispute  is  the  Railwav 
Committee  of  the  Vv\\y  Council. 

LouxT,  J.,  held  as  to  contention  (1),  that  the  allowance 
for  the  road  in  question  having  been  made  by  a  Crown  sur- 
veyor, it  is  a  highway  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  599  of  the 
^NFunicipal  Act,  and  also  within  the  meaning  of  the  Railway 
Act;  as  to  (2)  that  a  by-law  is  not  necessary;  the  council  may 
direct  th{»  overswr  or  pathmaster  to  open  the  road,  and  such 
fliroftion  would  ho  siifTiciont;  as  to  (3)  that  this  right  is  sub- 
ject to  90Q.  183.  which  provides  against  any  obstruction  to 
the   hi.'^bwnv.   and    see.   194.  which   prnvido*^    for   fonco^   and 
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cattle-guards  being  erected  and  maintained ;  therefore  defend- 
ants have  no  right  to  maintain  fences  which  obstruct  the 
highway;  as  to  (4)  that  the  question  in  dispute  is  not  as  to 
the  construction  of  the  railway  along  and  across  the  high- 
way within  the  meaning  of  sec.  11  (h)  of  the  Railway  Act; 
the  railway  committee  have  no  jurisdiction,  and  this  Court 
had  jurisdiction :  Fenelon  Falls  v.  Victoria  R.  W.  Co.,  29  Gr. 
4;  City  of  Toronto  v.  Lorsch,  24  0.  R.  227. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  relief  asked  with  costs. 

MacCraken,  Henderson,  &  McDougall,  Ottawa,  solicitors 
for  plaintiffs. 

Chrysler  &  Bethune,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


Robertson,  J.  January  7th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

McDERMOTT  v.  HICKLING. 

Mistake — Monsy  Overpaid  on  Mortgage — Ignorance  of  Facts 
— Executor — Costs  against,  if  Estate  Insufficient. 

Marriott  v.  Hampton,  2  Smith's  Leading  Cases,  10th  ed. 
431,  followed. 

Action  tried  at  Barrie,  brought  to  recover  money  overpaid 
on  a  mortgage  and  interest  thereon  since  23rd  February,  1901. 

H.  H.  Strathy,  K.C.,  and  C.  W.  Plaxton,  Barrie,  for  plain- 
tiff. 

\V.  A.  Boys,  Barrie,  for  defendant  G.  W.  L.  Hickling. 

H.  D.  Stewart,  Barrie,  for  both  defendants  as  trustees. 

'  Robertson,  J.,  after  a  lengthy  review  of  all  the  facts : — 
The  case  is  within  the  tliird  proposition  which  is  deduced 
from  the  law  as  it  now  stands,  and  put  in  the  notes  to  Mar- 
riott V.  Hampton,  2  Smith's  Leading  Cases,  10th  ed.,  p. 
431,  that  money  paid  in  ignorance  of  the  facts  is  recoverable, 
notwithstanding  laches,  providing  that  the  party  paying  it 
has  not  waived  all  inquiry.  Laches,  in  the  sense  of  a  more 
omis^sion  to  take  advantage  of  means  of  knowledge  within 
the  reach  of  the  person  paying  the  money,  is  not  sufficient  to 
dis(*ntitle  him  to  recover  it  back.  Judgment  for  plaintiff 
for  $306.88  and  inti^rest  from  23rd  February,  1J)01,  against 
defendants  as  executors,  who  may  have  a  reference  if  thev 
desire.  Costs  of  action  and  reference  to  plaintiff.  If  not 
sufficient  estate  in  defendants'  liands,  cost?  on  High  Court 
scale  to  be  paid  de  bonis  propriis.  but  to  be  limited  to  such 
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as  would  be  recoverable  had  plaintiff  coinmeneed  the  action 
originally  against  both  defendants,  and  charged  them  as  sur- 
viving executors.  If  defendant  G.  W.  L.  Hickling  set  up 
new  matter  after  order  allowing  plaintiff  to  amend  by  adding 
C.  M.  Hickling,  the  defendant  G.  L.  Hickling  should  be  al- 
lowed the  costs  of  the  original  statement  of  defence. 

C.  W.  Plaxton,  Barrie,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

McCarthy,  Boys,  &  Murchison,  Barrie,  solicitors  for  de- 
fendant G.  W.  L.  Hickling. 

Stewart  &  Stewart,  Barrie,  solicitors  for  defendants  as 
trustees.  

Robertson,  J.  January  7th.  1902. 

TRIAL. 

ONTARIO  BANK  v.  POOLE. 

Promissory  Note — Watit  of  Consideration — Effect  of — Banh — 
Receipt  of  Note  for  Specific  Purpose — Notice — Effect  of — 
''Holder  in  Due  Course''  —  ''Negotiate''  —  Bills  of  Ex- 
change Act,  1890,  sec.  29, 

Watson  v.  Russell,  3  B.  &  S.  21,  distinguished;  Lewis  v. 
Clay,  67  L.  J.  N.  S.  at  p.  227,  approved. 

Action  to  recover  amount  of  a  promissory  note  made  by 
defendant  in  favour  of  plaintiffs  for  $1,500,  dated  30th 
March,  1901,  and  payable  three  months  after  date.  The  de- 
fendant alleged  that  the  note  in  question  was  made  by  him  as 
an  individual  shareholder  in  the  Consolidated  Pulp  and  Paper 
Co.  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  from  plaintiffs  an  advance 
of  money  for  the  company,  of  which  the  plajntiffs  were  aware, 
and  received  it  from  one  Edwards  with  that  notice,  but  have 
never  marlo  the  advance.  On  3rd  Mav,  1901,  defendant  wrote 
plaintiffs  demanding  back  the  note,  having  learned  for  the 
first  time  that  it  was  held  and  used  .for  other  purposes  by 
them. 

J.  n.  Moss  and  C.  A.  !Moss,  for  plaintiffs. 

E.  D.  Armour,  K.C.,  and  F.  E.  Hodgins,  for  defendant. 

Robertson.  J.: — Watson  v.  Russell,  3  B.  &  S.  34,  is  dis- 
tinguishable because  here  no  consideration  was  privon  by 
plaintiffs,  who  refused  to  discount  for  the  benefit  of  the  com- 
pany in  the  manner  and  for  the  purpose  for  whioli  defendant 
had  signed  it.  No  property  in  the  note  pav«sed,  and  plaintiffs 
could  not  apnly  it  as  collateral  to  an  advance  long  before 
made,  for  wbich  the  maker  was  in  no  way  liable.  The  plain- 
tiffs are,  therefore,  not  holders  for  value,  and  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  show  notice.  The  note  was  never  negotiated,  and 
fbe  bank,  moreover,  is  not  "a  holder  in  due  course,^'  in  the 
sense  required  by  sec.  29  of  Bills  of  Excbanire  Art,  1R90: 
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Lewis  V.  Clay,  (57  L.  J.  X.  S.  at  p.  227,  per  Lord  Russell. 
On  the  whole  case  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  decide 
whether  the  plaintiffs  were  put  on  inquir}'  as  to  the  condi- 
tion on  which  the  note  was  handed  over,  as  the  case  turns 
on  the  point  that  there  was  no  value  given,  or,  in  other  words, 
that  the  plaintiffs  hold  it  without  consideration  and  for  a 
purpose  other  than  defendant  intended  when  he  signed  it. 
Action  is  dismissed  with  costs. 

Barwick.  Aylesworth,  Wright,  &  Moss,  Toronto,  solicitors 
for  plaintiffs. 

McMurrich,  Hodgins,  &  McMurrich,  Toronto,  solicitors 
for  defendant.  

January  7th,  1902. 
divisional  coukt. 

GIRARDOT  V.  CURRY. 

Deed — Reformation  of — Mistake. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  County  Court  of 
Essex  in  action  to  reform  or  rescind  an  assignment  of  cer- 
tain moneys,  under  the  following  circumstances: — ^^Prior  to 
November,  1900,  plaintiff  owned  certain  land  and  had  made 
an  agreement  with  McKee,  allowing  him  to  remove  gravel 
on  payment  of  $1,500  upon  certain  terms.  Plaintiff  sold  the 
land  in  November,  1900,  to  one  B.,  who  resold  to  defend- 
ants, to  whom  plaintiff  conveyed.  Plaintiff,  also,  assigned, 
as  they  supposed,  at  defendants'  request,  the  money  to  be- 
come due  to  plaintiff  by  McKee  under  his  agreement.  By 
mistake,  however,  plaintiff  alleged,  the  assi^ment  included 
principal  money,  $109,  and  interest,  $58.42,  accrued  due. 

F.  A.  Anglin,  for  appellant 

R.  F.  Sutherland,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

Judgment  of  the  Court  (Falconbridge,  C.J.,  Street 
and  Britton,  JJ.),  was  delivered  by  Street,  J.,  dismissing 
the  appeal,  and  holding  that,  as  it  was  shewn  in  evidence  that 
the  defendants  purchased  on  the  faith  of  their  vendor's  state- 
ment that  $1,195  was  due  under  the  contract  with  McKee, 
defendants  were  entitled  to  that  sum,  but  that  certain  sums 
amounting  to  $62  were  due  from  McKee  in  addition  to  the 
$1,195,  and  therefore  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  it,  and 
the  appeal  should  be  dismissed  with  costs,  but  the  order 
should  contain  a  declaration  that  defendants  must  account 
and  pay  over  to  plaintiff,  out  of  the  first  moneys  they  collect 
from  McKee,  the  sum  of  $62,  with  interest  from  November 
9th,  1901. 

Murphy,  Sale,  &  O'Connor,  Windsor,  solicitors  for  plain- 
tiff. 

Cleary  &  Sutherland,  Windsor,  solicitors  for  defendants. 
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January  8th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

LEISHMAN  V.  GARLAND. 

Appeal — From  County  Court — To  Divisional  Court — R.  8.  0. 

ch.  65 y  sec,  51,  sub-sees,  1,  2,  3y  5,  . 

After  judgment  for  plaintiff  in  an  action  in  a  County 
Court,  tried  without  a  jury,  a  motion  was  made  in  term  to 
set  aside  the  judgment  and  enter  judgment  for  defendants 
upon  the  claim  and  counterclaim,  or  in  the  alternative  for  a 
new  trial,  or  for  such  further  order  as  might  be  just:  Held, 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  appeal  to  a  Divisional  Court  from 
an  order  made  on  the  motion  setting  aside  the  judgment  and 
directing  a  new  trial. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  order  of  the  Juds:e  of  the  County 
Court  of  York  setting  aside  the  judgment  of  the  junior 
Judge  in  favour  of  plaintiff,  and  directing  a  new  trial  of 
action  for  damages  for  wrongful  dismissal,  and  to  recover  a 
balance  of  amount  due  for  commission  on  sales  of  goods  and 
salary  under  the  agreement  between  the  parties,  and  of  the 
counterclaim.  The  motion  to  the  senior  Judge  was  to  enter 
judgment  for  defendants  upon  the  claim  and  counterclaim, 
or  in  the  alternative  for  a  new  trial,  or  for  such  other  order 
as  might  be  just. 

B.  N.  Davis,  for  plaintiff. 

W.  R.  Riddell,  K.C.,  for  defendants,  objected  that  an 
appeal  did  not  lie. 

After  argument  on  the  objection,  the  case  was  heard  on 
the  merits,  and  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  Meredith,  C.J., 
and  Britton.  J.,  which  was  reserved,  was  subseouentlv  de- 
livered by 

Meredith,  C.J.— The  motion  falls  within  R.  S.  0.  ch. 
55,  sec.  51,  sub-sec.  2.  It  was  to  set  aside  tlie  judPTuent 
and  enter  judgment  for  defendants,  and  none  the  less  was 
it  80  because  a  new  trial  was  asked  in  the  alternative,  and  by 
sub-sec.  5  an  appeal  lies  to  the  High  Court.  If  the  Legisla- 
ture had  intended  otherwise,  sub-sec.  4  would  have  been  made 
applicable  to  all  cases  instead  of  to  jury  causes  alone.  It  is 
not  clear  that  sub-sec.  3  applies  to  a  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
where  the  ground  on  which  the  party  moves  is  that,  upon 
the  whole  case,  it  is  one  in  which  in  its  discretion  the  Court 
should  direct  a  new  trial,  and  that  it  is  not  to  be  taken  to 
be  confined  to  cases  where  the  ground  is  something  ejusdem 
generis  with  that  mentioned  in  the  sub-section — the  dis- 
covery of  new  evidence.  The  scheme  of  the  section  aDpears 
to  be  this: — There  is  to  be  an  appeal  at  the  option  of  the 
unsuccessful  party,  both  in  jury  and  non-jury  cases,  either 
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to  a  Divisional  Court,  or  to  the  County  Court,  except  that 
in  jury  cases  if  a  new  trial  is  moved  for,  either  alone  or  com- 
bined with  or  as  an  alternative  for  any  other  relief,  the 
motion  must  be  made  to  the  County  Court,  and  no  further 
appeal  is  given  to  either  party.  A  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
on  the  ground  of  discovery  of  new  evidence  or  the  like,  must 
be  made,  both  in  jury  and  non-jury  cases,  to  the  CoUnty 
Court,  and  no  further  appeal  is  given  to  either  party. 

Where  a  party  having  the  right  to  appeal,  either  to  a 
Divisional  Court,  or  to  the  County  Court,  elects  to  apoeal  to 
the  latter  Court,  he  has  no  further  right  of  appeal,  but  the 
opposite  party  hafi  the  right  to  appeal  to  the  High  Court. 
Sub-sees.  1,  2,  and  5  govern  the  present  case,  and  not  sub- 
sec.  3.  Brown  v.  Carpenter,  27  0.  E.  412,  Irvine  v.  Sparks, 
31  0.  B.  603,  do  not  assist  the  respondent.  The  objection 
therefore  fails.  On  the  merits  .  .  .  the  order  below  is 
reversed  and  the  judgment  restored  with  costs  here  and  below 
to  plaintiff. 

Davis,  Cook,  &  Smith,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

R.  C.  LeVesconte,  Toronto,  solicitor  for  defendants. 


Meredith,  C.J.  January  8th,  1902. 

LOUNT,  J. 

DIVIBIONAL  COURT. 

McGUINNESS  v.  McGUmXESS. 

Creditors'  Relief  Act — Different  Crediiors*  Executions — Sale 
of  Lcmd  under  Second  Execution  within  One  Year — Costs 
— Advertisement  is  Seizure,  and  Second  Creditor  Entitled 
to  his  Cost^. 

Appeal  by  E.  G.  Porter,  first  execution  creditor  of  plain- 
tiff, from  order  of  Judge  of  County  Court  of  Hastings,  set^ 
ting  aside  the  sheriff's  scheme  for  distribution  of  proceeds 
of  sale  of  land  under  execution,  and  directing  that  the  costs 
of  the  defendant  in  this  action,  the  second  execution  credi- 
tor, should,  under  E.  S.  0.  ch.  78,  sec.  26,  be  paid  first  out 
of  the  proceeds,  because  the  lands  were  sold  under  the  second 
writ.  Bo^h  writs  being  in  the  sheriff's  hands,  the  second 
execution  creditor,  before  the  expiry  of  a  year,  directed  the 
sheriff  to  sell,  and  he  accordingly  proceeded  to  advertise  the 
lands  for  sale,  and  sold  after  the  year. 

W.  H.  Wallbridge,  for  appellant. 
H.  L.  Drayton,  for  respondent. 

Judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by  Meredith, 
C.J. — The  advertisement  was  in  law  the  seizure  of  the  lands 
under  the  second  writ,  and  the  sale  was  also  under  it,  and 
there  wa^  no  seizure  nor  sale  under  the  first  writ.     The  case 
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is  within  the  very  words  of  see.  20.     Appeal  dismissed  with 
costs. 

E.  G.   Porter,  Belleville,  the  first  execution  creditor  in 
person. 

J.    Entjlisli,    Xapanee,    solicitor    for    second    execution 
creditor. 


Meredith,  C.T.  January  8th,  1902. 

chamreks. 

WARD  V.  BEXSON. 

Parties — In  Saine  InferesI — A  Solicitor  will  not  be  Appointed 
to  Represent  Defendants,  n-ot  Parties,  as  there  is  not  Au- 
thorilfj  to  do  so  under  Rule  200, 

That  liule  provid(?s  for  the  authorizing  of  one  or  m^re 
parties  to  defend  on  behalf  or  for  the  benefit  of  all  narties 
not  already  defendants,  where  there  are  numerous  parties 
having  the  same  interest,  so  as  to  dispense  with  the  necessity 
of  making  them  defendants. 

Bedford  v.  Ellis,  [1901]  A.  C.  at  p.  10,  Wood  v.  :yic- 
Carthy,  [18921  1  Q.  B.  775,  and  Cornell  v.  Smith,  14  P.  R. 
275.  at  p.  277,  referred  to. 

W.  J.  Elliott,  Toronto,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 
Meredith,  C.J.  January  8th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

McXEIL  V.  DAWSOX. 

Fraudulent  Conveyance — Mortqarje  hy  Wife  to  Husband,  in 
Effect  a  Preference,  within  GO  days  of  Creditors^  Action — 
Presumption'  not  liehutted  —  U.  S,  0.  ch.  1^7,  sec.  2,  snl)- 
sec.  •>. 

Action  tried  at  St.  Catharines,  brought  on  the  23rd  May, 
1901,  by  the  plaintiff  on  behalf  of  herself  and  all  creditors 
of  defendant  TiOretta  J.  Dawson  against  her  and  her  hus- 
band, to  set  aside  as  a  fraudulent  preference,  a  mortgage  dated 
10th  April.  1901,  made  by  her  in  favour  of  her  husband. 

G.  H.  Levy,  Hamilton,  for  plaintiffs. 
J.  E.  Varley,  St.  Catharines,  for  defendant  G.  Dawson. 
(t.  F.  Peterson,  St.  Catharines,  for  defendant  Loretta  J. 
Dawson. 

Meredith  C.J. — When  the  mortgage  was  given,  the  wife 
was  insolvent  to  her  knowledge  and  that  of  her  husband 
.  .  .  there  was  an  indebtedness  by  the  wife  to  her  bus- 
band  at  the  time  the  mortgage  was  given,  and  the  mortgage 
has  the  effect  of  giving  him  a  preference,  and  the  ^intent  to 


25 

give  it  is  presumed  against  the  husband:  R.  S.  0.  ch.  147, 
sec.  2,  sub-sec.  3.  .  .  The  evidence  is  not  satisfactory  of 
the  existence  of  an  antecedent  agreement  to  give  the  mortgage, 
and  on  all  the  facts  the  husband  has  failed  to  rebut  the  pre- 
sumption. Judgment  for  plaintiffs  setting  aside  the  mort- 
gage, with  costs. 

Gibson,  Osborne,  O'Beilly,  &  Levy,  Hamilton,  solicitors 
for  plaintiffs. 

(f.  F,  Peterson,  St.  Catharines,  solicitor  for  defendant 
Loretta  J.  Dawson. 

J.  E.  Varley,  St.  Catharines,  solicitor  for  defendant  George 
Dawson. 


Meredith,  C.J.  January  8th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

MUNRO  v.  TORONTO  RAILWAY  CO. 

Infant — Lease  by  —  Repudiation  —  Partition  —  Amendment 

— Parties. 

Action  tried  at  Toronto,  brought  to  have  declared  void 
a  lease  by  plaintiff  and  two  others  to  defendants,  for  ten 
years  from  1st  April,  1896,  of  Munro  Park,  east  of  Toronto, 
in  the  township  of  York.  On  10th  August,  1900,  plaintiff 
became  21  years  of  age,  and  at  once  repudiated  the  lease.  The 
property  was  then  fairly  divided  among  the  three  lessors,  and 
plaintiff  brought  this  action,  asking  for  a  confirmation  of  the 
partition  already  made  or  for  an  order  for  another  one  and 
for  possession  of  his  portion. 

C.  Millar,  for  plaintiff. 

J.  Bicknell,  for  defendants. 

Meredith,  C.J. — The  partition  already  made  is  not 
binding  on  defendants.  Tliey  were  not  parties  to  it,  and 
are  not  bound  by  it,  even  if  fairly  and  equitably  made,  which, 
if  their  interests  under  the  lease  are  to  be  affected  by  it,  I 
think  it  was  not:  Cornish  v.  Gest,  2  Cox  27;  Willis  v.  Slade, 
6  Yes.  498 :  Baring  v.  Nash,  1  V.  &  B.  351.  It  would  not  be 
proper  to  allow  plaintiff  to  amend  at  trial,  and,  making  defen- 
dants parties,  proceed.  The  proper  course  is  to  postpone  the 
trial  and  give  plaintiff  leave  to  amend,  adding  his  co-lessors 
as  parties  and  otherwise  as  advised;  and  to  defendants  to 
amend  as  advised. 

All  costs  to  be  disposed  of  by  the  Judge  who  tries  the  cas© 
on  the  amended  pleadings.  Leave  to  plaintiff,  if  he  does  not 
wish  to  amend  as  indicated,  to  speak  to  the  case. 

Millar,  Ferguson,  &  Hughes,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  plain- 
tiff. 

J.  Bicknell,  Toronto,  solicitor  for  defendants. 
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TRIAL. 

THOMAS  V.  CALDER. 

Fraudulent  Conveyance — Creditor,  Mortgagee  as  well  as  Simple 

Contract  Creditor — IS  Eliz.  ch.  5. 

Action  tried  at  Stratford,  brought  by  simple  contract 
creditors  to  set  aside  a  conveyance  of  land  and  bill  of  sale  of 
goods  made  by  defendant  John  Calder  to  his  wife,  defendant 
Catherine  Calder. 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

J.  Idington,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

Meredith,  C.J. — Had  the  plaintiffs  been  only  simple 
contract  creditors  they  would  be  entitled  to  succeed,  but  the 
evidence  establishes  that  they  are  secured  creditors,  having 
A  second  mortgage  of  the  land  in  question,  made  before  the 
conveyance,  and  it  is  ample  security  for  their  claims.  The 
result  is  that  the  plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  relief.  It  has 
long  been  settled  that  a  mortgagee  is  not  a  creditor  within 
13  Eliz.  ch.  5,  unless  the  mortgaged  ])roperty  is  not  sufficient 
to  satisfy  the  debt  secured  by  his  mortgage.  Eefer  to  May  on 
Fraudulent  Conveyances,  2nd  ed.,  pp.  57,  1G3-4;  Masuret  v. 
Mitchell,  2Q  Gr.  435;  Crombie  v.  Young,  26  0.  R.  194;  Sun 
"Life  Assurance  C^o.  v.  Elliott,  31  S.  C.  R.  at  p.  98. 

It  is  immaterial  that  defendants  attacked  the  mortgage  and 
sought  to  set  it  aside,  because  they  failed,  with  the  result 
that  the  mortgage  has  been  declared  valid  and  plaintiffs  are 
now  and  have  always  been  fully  secured  creditors.  Action 
dismissed,  but.  in  view  of  all  the  circumstances,  without  costs. 

Smith  &  Steele,  Stratford,  solicitors  for  plaintiffs. 

Idington  &  Robertson,  Stratford,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


Meredith,  C.J.  January  8th    1902. 

I^3UNT,  J. 

DIVISIONAL  COURT. 

PETERS  v.  WHYTE. 

Tria  I — Ju  ry — Ju  d-(je's  Ch  a  rge — Ma  lie  iou  s  Prosecu  tion — Wa  nt 
of  Reasonahle  and  Probable  Cause — Before  Judge  Rules 
as  to,  Facts  must  he  Passed  upon  by  Jury, 

Motion  by  plaintiff  to  set  aside  a  non-suit  ^  entered  by 
Ferguson,  J.,  at  the  trial  at  Stratford  of  an'  action  for 
malicious  prosecution,  and  for  a  new  trial.  The  trial  Judge 
ruled  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  shown  the  absence  of  reason- 
able and  probable  cause  for  the  prosecution,  which  was  for 
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perjury.     The  charge  of  perjury  was  dismissed  by  the  magis- 
trate. 

E.  Sydney  Smith,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 
J.  P.  Mabee,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

Judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by 

Meredith,  C.J. — Although  it  appeared  in  the  plaintiff's 
case  at  the  trial  that  a  mass  of  evidence  was  given  at  the  hear- 
ing before  the  police  magistrate  in  direct  contradiction  of 
what  he  had  there  testified,  yet  as  the  appellant,  who  was 
examined  as  a  witness  on  his  own  behalf  at  the  trial  testified 
that  what  he  had  deposed  to  was  true  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
respondent,  the  trial  Judge  was  not  in  a  position  to  determine 
whether  absence  of  reasonable  and  probable  cause  was  shown 
until  the  jury  had  passed  upon  the  disputed  question  of  fact, 
for  if  plaintiff's  version  was  accepted  by  the  jury  there  was 
not  reasonable  and  probable  cause  for  the  prosecution,  for 
upon  that  hypothesis  what  the  plaintiff  had  sworn  to  was  true 
to  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant.  There  should  be  a  new 
trial.     Costs  of  last  trial  and  motion  to  be  in  the  action. 

Smith  &  Steele,  Stratford,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 
McPherson  &  Davidson,   Stratford,  solicitors  for  defen- 
dant. 

■       ■  • 

Meredith,  C.J.  January  8th,  1902. 

LOUNT,  J. 

DIVISIONAL   court. 

CLUXIS  V.  SLOAN. 

Slander — Privileged  Occasion  —  Proof  of  Malice  Necessary — 
Social  or  Moral  Dutif — Question  for  Judge,  not  Junf — 
Damages  not  Excessive. 

Motion  by  defendant  to  set  aside  verdict  and  judgrment 
for  plaintiff  for  $500  in  an  action  for  slander  tried  before 
Meredith,  J.,  and  a  jury  at  Chatham,  and  to  dismiss  the  ac- 
tion or  for  a  new  trial  upon  the  grounds  of  misdirection  and 
excessive  damages.  The  plaintiff  is  married  to  the  sister  of 
the  defendant.  The  plaintiff  alleged  that  the  defendant  had 
on  four  different  occasions  spoken  words  accusing  the  plain- 
tiff of  having  stolen  binder  twine.  The  defendant  contended 
that  one  of  the  occasions  was  privileged,  and  the  jury  should 
have  been  told  that  unless  they  found  express  malice  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  a  verdict,  and  there  was  no  evi- 
dence proper  to  submit  to  the  jury,  as  to  other  occasions. 
On  the  first  occasion  in  question  which  was  claimed  as 
privileged,  the  defendant  admitted  that  the  words  were 
spoken  to  his  mother  and  sister,  and  he  denied  speaking  on 
any  other  occasion. 
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K.  C.  Clute,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

M.  Houston,  Chatham,  for  defendant. 

Judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by 

Meredith,  C.J. — The  first  occasion  was  not  r^rivileged, 
and  therefore  proof  of  malice  was  not  necessary.  The  exist- 
ence of  a  social  or  moral  duty  upon  which  the  privilege  rests 
is  one  for  the  Judge  and  not  the  jury:  Stuart  v.  Bell,  [ISOl'^ 
2  Q.  B.  341.  There  was  no  such  duty  in  the  present  case, 
and  the  objection  to  the  charge  fails.  There  is  no  ground 
for  the  interference,  and  the  damages  are  not  excessive.  Mo- 
tion dismissed  with  costs. 

Scane,  Houston,  Stone,  &  Scane,  Chatham,  solicitors  for 
plaintiff. 

W.  F.  Smith,  Chatham,  solicitor  for  defendant. 


Meredith,  C.J.  January  9th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

McGfOWAN  V.  ARMSTRONG. 

Limitation  of  Actions — Title  by  Possession  of  hi^  Fathers 
Land  hy  a  Son  who  does  not  Pay  Bent  7ior  Achnowled/ie 
Title  for  11  Years — Assessment  of  Son  as  Tenant  and  both 
afterwards  as  Owners  —  Tenancy  at  Will  —  Settlement  in 
Ignorance  of  Rights  not  Bindiyxg — Doe  d.  Bennett  v.  Tur- 
ner, 7  M.  d'  W.  226,  distinguished — Fans  \k  Fane,  L.  B. 
20  Eq,  698,  followed. 

Action  tried  at  Toronto  brought  to  recover  payment  of 
the  first  instalment,  $333.33,  of  a  charge  payable  in  twelve 
annual  payments,  upon  certain  land  in  the  township  of 
Chinguacousyi  created  by  the  will  of  Edward  Armstrong, 
deceased,  who  died  in  1900,  having  devised  the  land,  subject 
to  the  charge,  to  his  son,  the  defendant.  The  plaintiffs  are 
the  executors  and  other  beneficiaries  under  the  will. 

E.  D.  Armour,  K.C.,  and  W.  B.  Milliken,  for  plaintiffs. 
E.  F.  B.  Johnston,  K.C.,  and  J.  D.  Montgomerv.  for  de- 
fendant. 

Meredith,  C.J. — The  defendant  was  put  by  his  father  in 
possession  of  the  land  in  1879,  has  continued  in  possession 
ever  since,  occupying  it  for  his  own  benefit,  though  expecting 
some  burden  with  respect  to  it  to  be  imposed  by  his  father- 
having  the  profits,  paying  no  rent,  and  giving  no  acknowledg- 
ment of  his  father's  title,  and  having  made  valuable  improve- 
ments; and  therefore  upon  such  state  of  facts  the  father's 
title  has  become  extinguished:  R.  S.  0.  ch.  133.  The  de- 
fendant was  a  tenant  at  will,  the  tenancy  was  never  deter- 
mined, and  the  defendant  acquired  title  after  eleven  years: 
sec.  5,  sub-sec.  7.     There  is  no  evidence  that  he  was  care- 
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taker  or  servant.  If  the  tenancy  had  been  determined,  a 
new  one  would  have  to  have  been  created  to  stay  the  running 
of  the  statute.  Xo  such  tenancy  was  created.  The  fact 
that  the  property  was  assessed  to  the  father  as  owner  and 
the  son  as  tenant  in  1879  and  1880,  and  to  both  as  free- 
holders from  1880  to  1899,  and  that  in  1882  the  assessment 
was  at  the  instance  of  the  son,  does  not  authorize  the  draw- 
ing of  an  inference  that  a  new  tenancy  at  will  was  created 
within  eleven  years  before  action :  Doe  d.  Bennett  v.  Turner, 
7  M.  &  W.  226,  is  distinguishable.  The  asrreement  relied  on 
by  plaintiffs  was  made  by  defendant  in  ignorance  of  his  rights, 
and  is  not  binding :  Fane  v.  Fane,  L.  R.  20  Eq.  698 :  and  any 
election  made  by  him  to  take  under  the  will  is  part  of  the  same 
transaction  and  falls  with  it.     Action  dismissed  without  costs. 

Unlock,  Mulock,  Thompson,  &  Lee,  Toronto,  solicitors  for 
plaintiffs. 

Montgomery,  Fleury,  &  Montgomery,  Toronto,  solicitors 
for  defendant. 


Meredith,  C.J.  January  9th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

EVANS  V.  JAFFRAY. 

Discovery  —  Production  —  Examination  —  Promotion  Agree" 

ments  and  Expenses. 

Appeal  by  defendants  Cox  and  Ryckman  from  order  of 
Master  in  Chambers  requiring  defendant  Ryckman  to  file 
further  and  better  affidavit  on  production,  and  requiring 
defendants  Cox  and  Ryckman  respectively  to  attend  and 
answer  certain  questions  which  they  had  declined  to  answer 
upon  their  examination  for  discovery,  and  to  be  examined  as 
to  all  matters  consequent  on  or  arising  out  of  or  necessary 
to  make  complete  their  answers  to  these  questions. 

E.  F.  B.  Johnston,  K.C.,  and  C.  W.  Kerr,  for  defendants 
Cox  and  Rvckman. 

F.  A.  Anoflin,  for  plaintiff. 

Meredith,  C.J. — Held,  that  the  questions  intended  to 
elicit  from  defendants  information  as  to  the  source  from 
which  camo  the  $20,000  received  by  defendant  Jaffray  from 
defendant  Ryckman  after  the  company  whicli  was  formed 
had  boon  floated,  are  irrelevant  and  such  as  defendants  are 
not  bound  to  answer;  that  the  other  questions  which  defend- 
ant Cox  declined  to  answer  relate  to  the  agreements  which 
were  ultimately  entered  into  for  the  purchase  of  the  busi- 
nesses which  were  transferred  to  the  companv  formed,  and 
are  relevant  and  should  have  been  answered ;  that  as  to  ques- 
tions 17,  19,  and  67,  17  and  19  cover  practically  the  same 
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point,  and  these  questions  have  no  bearing  on  the  issues 
between  the  parties,  at  all  events  at  this  stage  of  the  pro- 
ceedings, and  that  this  is  one  of  the  cases  in  which  as  to  these 
questions  the  proceeding  by  examination  for  discover^'  is 
being  abused;  that  upon  the  whole  the  order  appealed  from 
should  be  varied  by  confining  it  to  requiring  defendant  Cox 
to  re-attend  and  submit  to  be  examined  as  to  the  nature  of 
the  agreements  which  were  entered  into  on  behalf  of  the 
promotion  syndicate  with  the  companies;  but  that,  if  the 
plaintiff  takes  nothing  by  the  further  examination  of  defend- 
ant Cox,  the  costs  of  such  further  examination  must  be 
borne  by  plaintiff;  that  defendant  Ryckman  ought  not  to  be 
required  to  answer  as  to  the  contents  of  the  agreements 
made  by  the  promoters.  If  in  writing  he  is  not  bound  to 
produce  them,  and  if  he  is  privileged  from  producing  them, 
he  cannot  be  interrogated  as  te  their  contents.  Costs  of 
appeal  and  below  to  be  in  the  action.  He  referred  to  Bray 
on  Discovery,  p.  429,  and  Davies  v.  Waters,  9  M.  &  W.  608. 

Murphy,  Sale,  &  O'Connor,  Windsor,  solicitors  for  plain- 
tiff. 

Kyckman,  Kirkpatrick,  &  Kerr,  solicitors  for  defendants 
Cox  and  Ryckman. 


Britton,  J.  January  9th,  1902. 

TK  w.. 

BARR  V.  BIRD. 

Fraud — Estoppel — Patent — Registration — Mortgage  —  Notice, 

Action  tried  at  Rat  Portage,  to  compel  the  registration  of 
a  patent  of  mining  location  McA.  163,  Rainy  River,  to  estab- 
lish a  mortgage  against  it,  and  for  damages  for  cutting  and 
removing  timber. 

I'he  plaintiff  lent  $500  to  defendant  C.  A.  Spence,  who 
represented  that  defendant  R.  S.  Spence  owned  the  loca- 
tion, and  that  the  patent  to  him  would  soon  issue.  Subse- 
quently C.  A.  Spence  procured  an  assignment  of  the  interest 
of  H.  S.  8]>ence,  and  the  patent  issued  to  C.  A.  Spence  for  a 
half  interest,  the  other  half  going  to  I).  &  K.  Coxwill,  not 
parties  to  the  action.  Plaintiff  registered  the  mortgage  and 
a  caution  in  the  local  Ijand  Titles  office  and  commenced  this 
action. 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.(\,  and  T.  K.  Ferguson,  Rat  Portage, 
for  plaintiff. 

C.  A.  Masten  and  W.  B.  Towers,  Rat  Portatre.  for  defen- 
flant  Bird. 

Brittox,  J. — Held,  upon  tlu«  facts,  that  defendant  C.  A. 
Spence  was  estopped   from  settinir  up  hU  ownership  of  the 
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undivided  half  so  as  to  defeat  plaintiff's  claim ;  that  defendant 
Bird  cut  the  timber  with  full  notice  of  the  mortgage  and 
caution,  and  is  liable  for  reduction  in  value;  and  directed 
judgment  for  registration  and  that  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have 
his  mortgage  registered  and  to  a  declaration  that  it  is  bind- 
ing on  the  undivided  half  interest  now  in  name  of  defendant 
C.  A.  Spence,  and  to  $187.50  damages  and  full  costs.  The 
$187.50  to  be  credited  on  the  mortgage. 

T.  R.  Ferguson,  Rat  Portage,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

W.  B.  Towers,  Rat,  Portage,  solicitor  for  defendant  Bird. 


Meredith,  J.  January  10th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

REX  V.  KENNEDY. 

Conviction — Prisoner  not  consenting — Habeas  Corpus — Crimr 

inal  Code,  sec.  783. 

Motion  upon  the  return  of  a  habeas  corpus  for  discharge 
of  prisoner  tried,  but  without  his  consent,  under  sec.  783  of 
the  Criminal  Code,  and  convicted. 

E.  B.  Stone,  Peterborough,  for  prisoner. 

J.  R.  Cartwriprht,  K.C.,  for  the  Crown,  offered  to  consent 
to  order  being  made  under  sec.  752  of  the  Criminal  Code. 

Meredith,  J. — The  prisoner  must  be  discharged,  and, 
his  counsel  consenting,  there  will  be  the  usual  clause  in  the 
order  protecting  the  magistrate.  There  seems  no  reason 
against  his  being  again  convicted  if  the  authorities  choose  to 
proceed.  

Meredith,  J.  January  10th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

BROTHERS  v.  ALFORD. 

Municipal  Corporation — By-Jaiv  —  Validity  of  —  Convicti4>n 
and  Fines  under,  for  Bre-ahituf  Hired  Buaqy — Appeal  to 
Sessions — Dismissal  on  Preliminary  Ohjecti'On — Not  a  Bar 
to  Certiorari. 

ilotion  for  certiorari  to  remove  a  conviction  by  the  police 
magistrate  of  Stratford.  Defendant  hired  a  horse  and  bugg>- 
from  a  liverj'man,  and  tlie  buggy  was  injured,  and  under  the 
ror.solidated  bv-laws  of  tlie  city  of  Stratford  the  defendant 
was  fined  f6r  refusing  to  pay  the  damage  sustained  owing  to 
the  breaking  of  the  bugg\\  It  was  pointed  out  on  be^ialf  of 
prosecutor  that  an  appeal  had  been  taken  to  the  General 
Sessions  of  the  county  of  Perth  and  the  conviction  allirnKMl. 
.7.  J.  Con,s:hlin,  Stratford,  for  defendant. 
"D.  Ti.  ■^^eCarthy,  for  pn^secutor. 
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Meredith,  J.,  granted  the  writ,  it  appearing  that  the 
appeal  had  really  not  been  heard  owing  to  it  being  dismissed 
on  preliminary  objections. 

'Aiabee  &  Makins,  Stratford,  solicitors  for  prosecutor. 

Woods  &  Couglilin,  Stratford,  solicitors  for  defendant. 


Meredith,  J.  January  10th,  1902. 

WEEKLY  court. 

RE  SOUTHWOLD  SCHOOL  SECTIONS. 

Public  Schools  —  Alteration  of  Boundaries — Reference  for — 
Award  on — Uniting  instead  of  Altering,  Invalid — 1  Edw. 
VII.  ch,  39,  sec.  42,  sub-sec.  1. 

^lotion  by  John  Cillver  and  the  board  of  public  school 
trustees  for  school  section  number  13  of  the  township  of 
South  wold  for  an  order  setting  aside  an  award  dat<id  the 
19th  November,  1901,  made  by  arbitrators  appointed  by  the 
county  council  of  the  county  of  Elgin,  under  1  Edw.  YII. 
ch.  39,  sec.  12,  sub-sec.  1,  to  hear  an  appeal  to  the  county 
council  against  the  refusal  of  the  towTiship  council  of  the 
township  of  Southwold  to  alter  the  boundaries  of  school 
sisootions  12,  13,  and  14,  for  the  purpose  of  enlarging  school 
section  12,  by  which  award  the  arbitrators  purported  to  con- 
solidate into  one  school  section  the  sections  numlwred  12  and 
13,  and  for  an  order  for  payment  of  the  cojjts  of  the  applica- 
tion. 

A.  B.  Avlesworth,  Tv.C,  for  applicants. 

J.  M.  Glenn,  K.V.,  for  township  of  Southwold  and  countv 
of  Elgin. 

T.  W.  Crothers,  St.  Thomas,  for  individual  ratepayers  of 
township. 

^Feredith.  J.,  held  that  the  arbitrators  had  no  nower 
to  unite  two  school  sections,  upon  an  appeal  against  a  refusal 
to  comply  with  an  application  to  alter  boundaries  only.  The 
ratepayers  must  consent  by  an  application  to  the  township 
council  for  thi^  STiecifie  purpose.  Order  made,  but  without 
costs,  for  there  is  no  person  or  corporation  against  whom  they 
can  rightly  be  awarded. 

Andrew  Grant,  St.  Thomas,  solicitor  for  complainant. 

J.   M.   Glenn,   St.   Thomas,   solicitor   for  corporation  of 

county  of  Elgin  and  township  of  Southwold. 
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Meredith,  C.J.  January  10th,  1902. 

Trial. 

HUMPHRIES  V.  AGGETT. 

.  • 

Deed — Delivery — Retention  by  Grantor — Possession  by  Grantee  itith 
Rents  and  Profits — Evidence  from  Circumstances  of,  and  Paying 
for  Permanent  Improvements — Executor  and  Trustee — Breach  of 
Trust. 

Action  tried  at  Peterborough,  brought  to  have  it  declared 
that  an  instrument  dated  7th  January,  1852,  made  by  Henry 
Hurl  Humphries  sen.  to  Robert  N.  Humphries,  purporting 
to  convey  certain  land,  was  never  delivered,  and,  therefore, 
did  not  operate,  and  consequently  that  such  land  formed 
part  of  the  estate  of  Henry  Hurl  Humphries  jun.,  to  whom 
it  was  devised,  subject  to  a  life  estate  of  Robert  N.  Hum- 
phries and  his  wife,  by  the  grantor,  who  died  in  January, 
1898,  and  also  to  set  aside  a  conveyance  of  the  land,  dated 
4th  May,  1898,  made  by  Robert  N.  to  defendant;  and  also  to 
have  defendant  removed  from  his  office  of  co-executor  and 
co-trustee  with  plaintiff  of  the  will  of  Henry  Hurl  Hum- 
phries jun.  The  defendant,  finding  the  conveyance  of  1852 
among  his  testator's  papers,  it  is  alleged,  procured  its  regis- 
tration, and  then  the  conveyance  of  1898  from  Robert  N. 
Humphries  to  himself. 

E.  B.  Edwards,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

Meredith,  C.J.,  held  that  the  conveyance  made  in  1852 
was  delivered  and  did  pass  the  land  to  the  grantee.  All  the 
words  referring  to  assigns  were  struck  out,  and,  having 
regard  to  the  kind  of  man  Robert  was  shown  to  have  been, 
and  to  the  fact  that  he  purchased  and  paid  for  the  land,  the 
idea  was  that  if  Robert  died  without  issue  it  would  revert 
to  the  grantor.  There  is  nothing  inconsistent  with  the  view 
that  the  deed  of  1852  was  delivered,  in  the  fact  that  the 
grantor,  after  the  death  of  Robert  and  his  wife,  assumed  a 
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power  to  dispose  of  the  land;  and  the  non-registration  is. 
explained  by  considering  the  kind  of  man  Bobert  was — shift- 
less and  easily  imposed  upon.  The  conduct  and  acts  of 
Henry  Hurl  Humphries  jun.^  and  statements  made  by  him  as 
to  Bobert*s  ownership,  are  inconsistent  with  the  case  plain- 
tiff sets  up.  Bobert  had  the  use  and  enjoyment  from  1852 
until  his  death,  and  the  account  kept  by  Henry  Hurl  Hum- 
phries jun.,  after  Henry  Hurl  Humphries  sen.  handed  him 
the  deed  of  1852,  as  well  as  the  fact  that  permanent  improve- 
ments were  made  and  their  cost  deducted  from  Boberfs 
rents,  are  strong  circumstances  in  the  conclusion  that  Bobert 
was  the  real  owner.  Henry  Hurl  Humphries  jun.  does  not 
appear  to  have  made  any  claim  to  the  land.  The  handing  of 
the  deed  of  1852  over  to  Bobert,  which  does  not,  however, 
appear  to  have  been  proved,  would  not,  even  if  proved,  have 
constituted  a  breach  of  trust.  Bobert  had  frequently 
demanded  it,  but  it  is  to  be  regretted  that  defendant  did  not 
frankly  inform  his  co-executor  what  had  been  done.  The 
testator,  having  no  estate  in  the  land,  nor  being  in  posses- 
sion, nor  claiming  it,  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a  con- 
veyance of  it  from  Bobert,  and  is  not  a  trustee  for  anyone. 
Action  dismissed,  but  without  costs. 

E.  B.  Edwards,  Peterborough,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

A.  L.  Colville,  Campbellford,  solicitor  for  defendant. 


January  13th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 
BBOTHEBSON  v.  COBBY. 

Master  and  Servant —  Jfegligence  of  Master — Sufficient  Evidence  of, 
for  8ubmi88ion  to  Juru — Res  Ipsa  Loquitur, 

Walsh  V.  Whitely,  21  Q.  B.  D.  at  p.  378;  Moffatt  v.  Bate- 
man,  L.  B.  3  P.  C.  115,  approved. 

Per  Britton,  J.,  Cripps  v.  Judge,  13  Q.  B.  D.  583,  should 
be  followed. 

Motion  by  plaintiff  to  set  aside  nonsuit  entered  by  Lount, 
J.,  in  an  action  for  negligence,  tried  at  Peterborough,  and 
for  a  new  trial.  Action  by  Andrew  Brotherson,  a  labourer 
of  the  township  of  Otonabee,  against  Jsmies  A.  Corry,  and 
E.  G.  Laverdure,  contractors  for  the  construction  of  a  sec- 
tion of  the  Trent  Valley  Canal,  to  recover  damages  for  in- 
juries received  by  plaintiff  while  engaged  in  working  for 
defendants  in  such  construction.  A  derrick  used  in  the  work 
fell  upon  plaintiff,  owing  to  the  alleged  negligence  of  defend- 
ants in  not  sufficiently  mipporting  the  derrick,  and  by  reason 
of  a  defect  therein. 
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D.  W.  Dumble,  Peterborough,  for  plaintiflf. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  D.  O'Connell,  Peterborough, 
for  defendants. 

Judgment  was  delivered  on  January  13th,  1902. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — There  was  not  sufficient  evidence 
of  defendants'  negligence  to  justify  a  submission  to  the  jury. 
The  accident  was  due  to  a  very  common  cause  of  injury  to 
workmen, — the  breaking  or  falling  of  something,  which 
breaking  is  not  necessarily  attributable  to  negligence  of 
defendants:  MoflFat  v.  Bateman,  L.  E.  3  P.  C.  115,  explaining 
or  distinguishing  Scott  v.  London  Dock  Co.,  3  H.  &  C.  596. 

Street,  J. — ^In  my  opinion  the  nonsuit  was  right  and 
should  not  be  disturbed,  because  no  negligence  on  the  part 
of  defendants  was  shewn.  •  It  is  not  a  case  in  which  the  doc- 
trine of  res  ipsa  loquitur  should  be  applied,  because  evidence 
of  proper  and  careful  construction  was  given  by  defendants : 
Scott  V.  London  Dock  Co.,  3  H.  &  C.  596;  Moffatt  v.  Bate- 
man, L.  R.  3  P.  C.  115;  Black  v.  Ontario  Wheel  Co.,  19  0. 
B.  578.  .  .  .  The  case  is  one,  therefore,  in  which  the 
jury  are  asked  to  say  that  the  derrick  was  negligently  con- 
structed, when  no  witness  on  either  side  has  said  so,  and 
where  the  only  opinion  expressed  by  any  witness  is  that  it 
was  properly  and  not  negligently  constructed.  The  case  is 
within  the  doctrine  laid  downj  in  Walsh  v.  Whitely,  21  Q.  B. 
D.  at  p.  378. 

Britton,  J. — The  case  is  not  distinguishable  in  principle 
from  Cripps  v.  Judge,  13  Q.  B.  D.  583,  in  which  Heske  v. 
Samuelson,  12  Q.  B.  D.  30,  was  affirmed.  At  the  close  of 
plaintiff's  case,  if  the  defendants  had  not  put  in  any  evi- 
dence, the  jury  should  have  been  asked  this  question: — 
"  Was  the  derrick  fit  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  it  was  being 
used  at  the  time  of  the  accident?*'  I  do  not  think  the  evi- 
dence given  by  defendants  warranted  the  withdrawing  of 
the  case  from  the  jury.  Even  if  the  evidence  on  the  part 
of  the  defence  was  not  contradicted  by  witnesses  called  by 
plaintiff,  still  the  jury,  and  not  the  Judge,  should  have  pro- 
nounced upon  it.  Again,  the  iron  strap,  shewn  in  figure  2 
and  figure  3,  slipped  over  the  top  of  the  bolt  because  it  had 
no  head.  Omitting  to  put  a  head  on  the  bolt  may  have  been 
a  specific  act  of  negligence  on  defendants'  part,  and  the  jury 
should  have  been  asked  to  say  whether  or  not  that  omission 
was  the  cause  of  the  accident,  and,  if  so,  was  it  negligence, 
and,  if  so,  were  defendants  liable. 

Motion  dismissed  with  costs,  Britton,  J.,  dissenting. 

D.  W.  Dumble,  Peterborough,  solicitor  for  plaintiffs. 

Stratton  &  Hall,  Peterborough,  solicitors  for  defendants. 

O.W.R.  4. 
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January  14th,  1902. 

court  of  appeal. 

WHIPPLE  V.  ONTARIO  BOX  CO. 

Jurisdiction— Certificate  of  Judgment  of  Court  of  Appeal— Power  to 

amend  after  issue — Mistake — Costs. 

Where  a  certificate  of  the  Court  was  issued  setting  aside 
the  judgment  dismissing  the  action,  and  directing  judgment 
to  be  entered  for  plaintiff  for  $50  damages,  and  the  costs  of 
the  action,  the  Court,  upon  application,  amended  the  certifi- 
cate to  accord  with  its  intention,  to  give  costs  on  the  High 
Court  scale. 

Motion  by  plaintiff  to  amend  the  certificate  of  this  Court 
issued  upon  the  allowance  of  the  appeal  of  the  plaintiff  from 
the  judgment  at  the  trial.  The  written  opinion  on  the 
appeal  was  delivered  by  Lister,  J.A.,  setting  aside  the 
judgment  dismissing  the  action,  and  directing  judgment 
to  be  entered  for  plaintiff,  for  $50  damages,  and  full 
costs  of  the  action.  The  certificate  as  issued  awarded  the 
plaintiff  $50  damages,  and  the  costs  of  the  action.  Objec- 
tion was  taken  on  the  taxation  of  the  plaintiff's  costs,  that 
the  costs  should  not  be  taxed  on  the  High  Court  scale,  but 
as  if  the  action  had  been  brought  in  a  division  Court,  and 
this  motion  was  therefore  made  in  Chambers  before  Lister, 
J.A.,  who  referred  it  to  the  Court. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff.  ' 

G.  P.  Shepley,  K.C.,  for  defendants.  ''Full  costs  of 
action  '^  means  "  costs  of  the  action  :"  Irwine  v. 
Beddish,  5  B.  &  Al.  786  ;  Avery  v.  Wood,  [1891]  3  Chy. 
115,  The  certificate  has  issued.  It  is  in  accordance  with 
the  written  opinion,  and  there  has  not  been  any  mis- 
lake.     There  is,  therefore,  no  jurisdiction  to  amend. 

Aylesworth  in  reply. — The  costs  of  the  motion  should 
be  to  plaintiff:  Hardy  v.  Pickard,  12  P.  K.  428. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Armour,  C.J-0.,  Osler, 
Maclennan,  Lister,  JJ.A.)  was  delivered  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  argument  by  Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  J.A.,  dissenting 
as  to  the  costs  of  the  motion: — The  intention  of  the  Court 
was  to  give  costs  on  the  High  Court  scale,  including  the  costs 
of  the  interim  injunction,  and  the  certificate  must  be 
amended  to  carry  out  that  intention.  Costs  of  the  motion 
to  plaintiff. 

J.  J.  Scott,  Hamilton,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

Washington  &  Beasley,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for 
defendants. 
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LouNT,  J.  January  13th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

RE  GILLEM. 

Infant-Custody  of— Right  of  Father  Paramount  to  that  of  Deceased 
Wife's  Mother— Evidence  of  Reputable  Witnesses— Credit  to 
be  Attached  to. 

Re  Young,  29  0.  B.  at  p.  668,  referred  to. 

Application  by  James  J.  Gillem,  father  of  Veronica  Gil- 
lem,  an  infant,  for  the  custody  of  his  child. 

J.  !N.  Counsell,  Hamilton,  for  J.  J.  Gillem. 

Arthur  O'Heir,  Hamilton,  for  W.  &  M.  Wamick. 

LouNT,  J. — The  dispute  being  between  the  deceased 
wife's  mother,  having  no  maternal  right,  and  the  father,  he 
has  as  against  her  and  all  others,  except  his  wife,  if  she 
were  living,  the  paramount  right,  and  unless  such  right  has 
.  been  forfeited  by  him  by  misconduct,  or  he  is  shewn  to  be 
otherwise. unfit  or  incapable,  he  is  not  to  be  deprived  of 
that  right.  On  such  an  application  as  the  present,  a  strong 
case  of  misconduct  and  unfitness  must  be  made  out  on  the 
part  of  the  applicant  to  justify  the  Court  in  depriving  the 
father  of  the  custody,  control,  care  and  education  of  his  child. 
No  such  case  has  been  established.  More  weight  and  credit 
is  to  be  attached  to  the  statements  made  in  the  affidavits 
filed  on  behalf  of  the  applicant  than  to  those  in  reply,  the 
deponents  for  the  applicant  being  persons  of  good  standing 
and  repute,  having  had  long  and  full  opportunity  of  knowing 
the  applicant;  while  the  facts  alleged  in  the  affidavits  in 
answer,  are  shaken  by  the  cross-examination  of  their  makers ; 
and  there  is  internal  evidence  that  some  of  the  persons  did 
not  fully  understand  and  appreciate  what  they  were  swearing 
to.  The  arrangement  spoken  of  by  W,  Wamick,  as  having 
been  made  with  the  applicant,  is  one  that  cannot  be  upheld 
even  if  it  were  fully  established,  and  having  regard  to  all  the 
surrounding  circumstances,  M.  "Wamick's  custody  of  the 
clild  is  as  consistent  without  such  arrangement  as  with  it. 
The  applicant  should  have  the  custody  of  his  child  until  and 
unless  some  further  order  shall  be  made.  Costs  to  the  appli- 
cant.    Befer  to  Re  Young,  29  0.  K.  at  p.  668. 

Mackelcan  &  Counsell,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  Gillem. 

Staunton  &  G^Heir,   Hamilton,   solicitors   for  W.  &  M. 
Warnick. 
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Moss^  J.A.  January  13th,  1902. 

COURT  OF  APPEAL CHAMBERS. 

KOTHSCHILD  v.  SILVERMAN. 
Appeal — Leave  to  Appeal  to  Court  of  Appeal — Finding  of  Trial  Judge. 

Motion  by  plaintiflf  for  leave  to  appeal  from  order  of  a 
Divisional  Court  {Globe,  8th  January,  1902),  affirming  judg- 
ment of  Street,  J. 

C.  Millar,  for  plaintiff. 

J.  H.  Clary,  Sudbury,  for  defendant. 

Moss,  J.A. — There  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  law;  it  is  solely 
a  question  of  fact.  The  trial  Judge  found  against  the 
p]aintiff*s  testimony,  and  his  conclusion  should  not  be  dis- 
turbed, and  it  involves  a  finding  that  the  release  of  the  judg- 
ment, to  set  aside  which  this  action  is  brought,  was  a  fair 
transaction.  The  Divisional  Court  agreed  with  the  trial 
Judge,  and  under  the  circumstances  a  further  appeal  ought 
not  to  be  sanctioned.    Motion  refused  with  costs. 

Clary  &  Parker,  Sudbury,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 
McVeity  &  Culbert,  Ottawa^  solicitors  for  defendant. 

Falconbridge,  C.J.  January  13th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

ADAMS  V.  CULLIGAN;  HOWE  v.  CULLTGAK 

Master  and  Servant — Negligence  of  Master — Mine— Defective  Machin- 
ery — Improper  Means  of  Ascent  and  Descent — By  Ladders — By 
Comtnon  Ore  Bucket — Conirihuiorp  Keglige^ice  of  Workman — 
Fatal  Accident  Act — Death  of  Widow  of  Decea4ted  after  Action 
Brought, 

McHugh  V.  G.  T.  R.  Co.,  32  0.  R.  234,  21  C.  L.  T.  Occ.  N. 
581,  followed. 

Actions  at  common  law  and  under  Workmen's  Compensa- 
tion Act,  against  the  defendants  CuUigan  and  Gilchrist,  who 
are  the  owners  of  a  mine  in  the  Rainy  River  District,  for 
damages  for  causing  by  their  negligence  the  death  of  one 
Adams,  the  son  of  the  plaintjff  Adams,  and  one  Howe,  the 
brother-in-law  of  the  present  plaintiff  Howe.  The  Howe 
action,  as  originally  brought,  was  in  the  name  of  Aurora 
Matilda  Howe,  the  widow  of  the  deceased  miner,  and  the 
only  person  entitled  under  R.  S.  0.  c.  166,  s.  3.  Pending  the 
trial  the  plaintiff,  A.  M.  Howe,  died,  and  the  action  was 
revived  in  the  name  of  her  brother-in-law,  who  is  the  admin- 
istrator of  her  estate.  By  order  of  Court  the  actions  were 
consolidated,  but  it  was  provided  that  the  damages  should 
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be  assessed  separately.  The  plaintiffs  allege  that  on  the 
night  of  the  accident,  when  the  engineer  blew  the  whistle 
for  the  men  to  go  to  work,  the  bucket  was  hanging  over  the 
open  shaft,  having  been  left  by  the  men  when  they  came  up 
at  6  o'clock.  The  men,  believing  that  the  engineer  was  at 
his  post,  and  that  the  brakes  and  machinery  were  properly 
applied  stepped  into  the  bucket — four  men  in  all —  and  it 
commenced  to  move,  and  in  a  moment  fell  away,  and  fell 
down  the  shaft.  It  was  stopped  by  the  engineer  after  it 
had  descended  about  ninety  feet,  but  the  sudden  drop,  no 
doubt,  threw  three  of  the  men  out  of  the  bucket,  for  they 
were  found  at  the  bottom  of  the  shaft,  one  of  them  dead, 
and  the  other  two  dying  shortly  afterwards.  The  brake, 
which  was  supposed  to  be  strong  enough  to  hold  any  weight 
that  the  hoist  was  capable  of  lifting,  had,  possibly  by  means 
of  wear,  become  loose,  so  that  when  locked  in  place  it  was 
not  sufficient  to  hold  the  bucket  with  the  men  in  it.  There 
was  some  additional  means  used  for  holding  the  bucket  in 
place,  namely,  a  friction  clutch,  which  threw  the  machinery 
into  gear.  If  both  brake  and  friction  clutch  were  applied, 
they  together  would  hold  any  weight.  The  engineer  stated 
that  the  brake  was  properly  locked,  but  he  could  not  tell  the 
petition  of  the  friction  clutch.  The  cause  of  the  accident, 
no  doubt,  was  that  the  brake,  while  locked,  was  not  sufficient 
to  hold  the  bucket  with  the  men  in  it,  and  that  the  friction 
clutch  was  not  properly  set,  and  therefore  the  bucket  fell 
away  when  the  men  got  in.  The  plaintiffs  allege,  (1)  that 
the  ladders  provided  for  the  men  going  into  the  mine  were 
in  a  defective  condition,  (a)  that  they  did  not  comply  with 
the  provisions  of  the  Mines  Act,  (b)  that  they  were  insufficient 
to  enable  the  men  to  enter  the  mine  in  safety.  (2)  That  ow- 
ing to  the  defective  conditions  of  the  ladders,  they  used  the 
bucket  to  go  down  the  shaft,  and  that  the  management 
authorized  its  use;  that  the  bucket,  being  a  common  ore 
bucket,  was  unsuitable  for  the  purpose,  and  the  defendants 
were  negligent  in  not  providing  a  suitable  means  for  the 
men  getting  to  their  work.  (3)  That  the  hoisting  apparatus 
was  defective  in  that  the  brakes  were  not  in  proper  working 
order,  and  had  not  been  in  proper  workini^  order  for  some 
time  prior  to  the  accident,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  defen- 
dants, or  their  foreman.  The  defendants  denied  negligence, 
and  alleged  (1)  That  as  the  mine  was  in  process  of  develop- 
ment, the  ladders  were  as  good  as  could  reasonably  be  ex- 
pected, and  having  regard  to  the  mine,  that  they  were  suitable 
for  the  purpose,  and  that  there  was  no  occasion  for  the  men 
to  use  the  bucket.     (2)  That  the  men  using  the  bucket  di5 
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80  at  their  own  risk.  (3)  That  the  men  were  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence  in  getting  upon  the  bucket  on  the  night 
of  the  accident,  without  first  ringing  the  bell  so  as  to  make 
sure  the  engineer  was  in  his  place.  The  actions  were  triod 
at  Eat  Portage  in  July,  1901,  and  all  the  evidence  taken, 
except  that  of  Mr.  Blue,  Inspector  of  Mines,  who  had  made 
a  test  of  the  machinery  after  the  accident,  and  the  Chief 
Justice  desired  to  have  Mr.  Blue's  evidence  in  order  that 
he*  might  ascertain  exactly  the  result  of  the  test.  On  the 
return  of  this  evidence,  argument  was  concluded. 

N.  W.  Eowell  and  W.  J.  Moran,  Bat  Portage,  for  plain- 
tiffs. 

E.  C.  Clute,  K.C.,  and  A.  C.  Boyce,  Eat  Portage,  for 
defendants. 

Falconbridge,  C.J.,  found  the  facts  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiffs,  and  that  the  accident  occurred  by  reason  of  tlie 
defective  machinery  and  plant  in  use  in  the  mine,  for  which 
the  defendants  were  responsible,  and  he  found  against  the 
defendants  on  the  issue  of  contributory  negligence,  and 
assessed  the  damages  to  the  plaintiff  Adams,  the  father  of 
the  deceased,  who,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  was  between 
twenty  and  twenty-one  years  old,  at  $750.  Having  regard 
to  the  fact  that  Mrs.  Howe  lived  for  about  a  year  and  a  half 
after  her  husband's  death,  he  assessed  the  damages  in  the 
Howe  action  at  $850,  but  held  that  he  was  bound  by  McHugh 
V.  G.  T.  E.,  32  0.  E.  234,  21  C.  L.  T.  Occ.  N:  581,  to  dismiss 
the  Howe  action,  but  assessed  the  damages^  in  case  that 
decision  should  be  reversed  by  the  Supreme  Court,  or  in  case 
it  was  desired  to  appeal. 

Moran  &  Mackenzie,  Eat  Portage,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Boyce  &  Draper,  Eat  Portage,  solicitors  for  defendants. 

January  13th,  1902. 
court  of  appeal. 

LUTON  V.  TOWNSHIP  OF  YAEMOUTH. 
Eigliwau — Want  of  Repair^Knowledge  of,  by  Corporation— AccideiU^ 
Causa  Causam— Finding  of  Fact  by  Trial  Judge— Interference 
ioith,  tDhen  Evidence  Conflicting — Damages  not  Excessive, 

Atkinson  v.  Chatham,  31  S.  C.  E.  61,  distinguished. 

Sherwood  v.  Hamilton,  37  U.  C.  E.  410,  and  Toms  v. 
Whitby,  U.  C.  E.  195,  followed. 

Lucas  V.  Moore,  43  U.  C.  E.  334,  3  A.  E.  602  specially 
referred  to. 

Appeal  by  defendants,  from  judgment  for  $1,750  of 
EoBERTSON,  J.,  in  action  for  damages  for  injuries  sustained 
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owing  to  alleged  non-repair  of  a  highway.  The  plaintiff  was 
driving  a  team  of  horses,  attached  to  a  waggon  filled  with 
wood,  northward  on  the  road  leading  north  from  the  village 
of  New  Sarimi,  and  when  descending  Luton  hill,  which  is  a 
short  distance  north  from  Edgeware  road,  his  horses  took 
fright  at  the  noise  made  hy  some  wood  which  fell  off  the 
waggon,  and  ran  over  the  embankment  close  to  the  bridge 
which  spans  the  west  branch  of  Catfish  Creek.  The  road 
becomes  narrow  as  it  approaches  the  bridge,  and  is  rutty, 
and  without  railings.  Plaintiff^s  ankles  were  both  broken  in 
the  fall,  and  he  will  be  permanently  lame  from  the  effecis 
of  the  mishap.  The  trial  Judge  found  that  the  roadbed 
at  the  top  of  the  hill,  near  the  bridge,  was  really  10  feet 
5  inches  wide,  the  east  portion  of  the  remaining  6J  feet  of 
its  width,  consisting  of  a  rut  or  washout,  one  foot  deep  and 
three  feet  wide,  running  150  feet  down  the  hill;  that  the 
road  so  sloped  from  the  east  that  almost  invariably  a  loaded 
waggon  going  down  would  slide  into  the  washout;  that  there 
was,  about  six  feet  from  the  washout,  a  large  stone  embedded 
in  the  road,  against  which  the  right  wheels  of  the  waggon 
struck,  causing  the  waggon  to  slide  into  the  washout,  and 
the  sudden  dropping  into  it  of  the  left  wheels  made  the  wood 
fall  out,  and  the  noise  frightened  the  horses,  which  ran 
avay;  and  that  the  condition  of  the  road  was  known  by 
defendants.  He  held  that  this  case  was  clearly  distinguish- 
able from  Atkinson  v.  Chatham,  29  0.  K.  518,  sub  nom. 
Bell  Telephone  Co.  v.  Chatham,  31  S.  C.  K.  61;  that  here  the 
causa  causans  of  the  accident  was  not  the  running  away  of 
the  horses,  but  the  sliding  into  the  washout  of  the  waggon, 
owing  to  the  bad  and  ineflBcient  state  of  the  road,  Hill  v.  New 
Biver  Co.,  9  B.  &  S.  303,  being  in  point;  that  the  plaintiff's 
success  did  not  depend  on  his  shewing  that  his  horses  were 
not  vicious;  and  that  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  in 
Bell  Telephone  Co.  v.  Chatham,  supra,  in  no  way  displaced 
the  law  declared  in  Sherwood  v.  Hamilton,  37  U.  C.  R.  410, 
and  Toms  v.  Whitby,  35  U.  C.  E.  195. 

C.  Bobinson,  K.C.,  and  W.  L.  Wickett,  St.  Thomas,  for 
defendants. 

T.  W.  Crothers,  St.  Thomas,  for  plaintiff. 

The  appeal  was  argued  on  December  10th,  1901,  before 
the  full  Court,  and  judgment  was  delivered  on  January  13th, 
.  1902,  by  Armour,  C.J.O.,  and  Lister,  J.A.  The  questions 
presented  in  the  case  are  purely  questions  of  fact.  The 
weight  of  evidence  involves  the  degree  of  credibility  to  be 
attached  to  the  statements  of  the  different  witnesses,  and 
when  such  statements  are  conflicting,  much  reliance  must  be 
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placed  upon  the  conclusion  at  which  the  trial  Judge  has 
arrived  in  respect  to  them,  and  as  he  has  had  an  opportunity^ 
which  this  Court  cannot  have,  of  hearing  and  seeing  the  wit- 
nesses, and  being  as  it  were  in  the  atmosphere  of  the  case 
at  the  trial,  his  conclusion  should  not  be  set  aside  unless  it 
plainly  appears  to  be  wrong.  There  is  nothing  in  the  evi- 
dence which  should  justify  any  interference  with  .the  findings 
of  the  judge,  and  as  he  believed  the  evidence  for  the  plain- 
tiff, as  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  hia  injury,  that  evidence 
amply  warrants  the  damages  awarded.  Refer,  in  addition  to 
the  cases  cited  below,  to  Lucas  v.  Moore,  43  U.  C.  R.  534,  5 
A.  R.  602.     Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Crothers  &  Price,  St.  Thomas,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

W.  L.  Wickett,  St.  Thomas,  solicitor  for  defendants. 


Brixton,  J.  January  IGth,  190^ 

TRIAL. 

CITIZENS  TELEPHONE  AND  ELECTRIC  LIGHT  CO.  v. 

TOWN  OF  RAT  PORTAGE. 

Municipal  Corporation — Contract  for  Light,  etc.,  uHth — Reduction  of 
Price  by  Corporation — By-law — Reasonableness  of — Construction 
of^Yalidity  of. 

Action  tried  at  Rat  Portage,  brought  to  restrain  the  de- 
fendants from  amending  by-law  No.  105  as  already  amended,, 
so  as  to  reduce  the  rates  which  the  plaintiff  company  is 
entitled  to  charge  for  light  to  consumers  in  the  town  -^f  Rat 
Portage. 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  and  T.  R.  Ferguson,  Rat  Portage,  for 
plaintiffs. 

C.  A.  Masten,  and  A.  McLennan,  Rat  Portage,  for  de- 
fendants. 

Britton,  J. — By-law  105  was  passed  on  June  30th,  1892,. 
and  under  it,  a  contract  was  entered  into  between  the  parties 
in  relation  to  the  placing  of  poles  and  wires  for  the  supply 
of  electric  light  to  citizens.  The  by-law  is  part  of  the  con- 
tract, and  bears  the  same  date.  Section  10  of  the  by-law  is 
as  follows : — "The  said  corporation  reserves  the  right  to  alter 
or  amend  this  by-law  in  whole  or  in  part,  and  to  make  such 
further  conditions  as  the  council  of  the  town  of  Rat  Portage 
may  think  proper.^'  The  contract  and  section  11  of  the  by- 
law provided,  that  the  rates  which  were  thereafter  to  be 
charged  should  be  at  least  ten  per  cent,  lower  than  the  rates 
then  being  charged  by  another  company,  and  it  was  provided 
by  section  12  of  the  by-law,  that  in  the  event  of  amalgama- 
tion by  the  companies,  the  rights  created  under  by-law  105 
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should  become  null  and  void,  and  absolutely  forfeited.  •  The 
companies  subsequently  amalgamated  with  the  assent  of  the 
defendants,  who  passed  a  new  by-law  in  November,  1892,  con- 
firming a  new  contract,  and  coudlrming  by-law  105  as  amend- 
ed. The  amendment  provided  that  plaintiffs  should  not 
charge  more  than  15  per  cent,  above  the  then  advertized 
rates,  during  the  term  of  10  years.  The  defendants  now  to 
propose,  under  the  said  clause  10,  to  pass  a  by-law  providing 
that  the  plaintiffs  shall  not  be  at  hberty  to  charge,  as  a  max- 
imum, more  than  20  per  cent,  below  the  present  schedule 
rates,  and,  as  they  can  now  charge  up  to  15  per  cent,  above 
advertized  rates,  the  difference  to  them  would  be  36  per 
cent. 

I  think  the  only  reasonable  construction  to  be  put  in 
section  10  is,  that  the  defendants  can  amend  the  by-law  as 
to  the  poles,  their  location  and  erection,  and  the  installing 
the  telephone  and  electric  light  system,  having  all  that  done 
under  mtmicipal  direction,  and  in  a  way  to  protect  and  bene- 
fit citizens  in  the  use  of  streets,  and  respecting  provisions  in 
sections  preceding  section  10,  but  not  in  reducing  the  prices 
so  as  to  compel  plaintiffs  to  furnish  light  at  a  loss,  or  to  go 
out  of  business.  Such  a  result  was  never  contemplated,  and 
the  exercise  of  such  power  by  a  municipality  would  be  un- 
reasonable: City  of  Toronto  v.  Toronto  Street  Railway  Co., 
15  A.  E.  30,  per  Boyd,  C,  and  per  Hagarty,  C.J.O.,  at  p. 
36,  and  the  case  therein  cited  of  Elwood  v.  Bullock,  6  Q.  B. 
401,  in  which  Sir  J.  Coleridge  says  :  "  Whether  a  by-law  is 
for  the  regulation  of  trade  or  for  purposes  of  police,  it  must 
be  reasonable  and  just.*^  The  object  of  defendants^  by-law 
should  be  the  good  and  welfare  of  citizens  generally,  and 
<^ven  if  the  attempted  amendment  to  reduce  rates  were  valid, 
the  defendants,  under  the  circumstances  in  evidence,  should 
not  be  permitted  to  use  that  power  in  the  supposed  interest 
of  one  class  of  citizens  against  another.  ...  To  force 
plaintiffs  to  supply  light  at  a  loss  is  not  in  the  public  interest. 
.  .  .  There  is  no  evidence  of  actual  malice  on  the  part  of 
individual  members  of  the  defendants'  council,  but  it  is  a  fair 
inference  from  what  has  taken  place,  that  the  council  have  in 
view  the  getting  control  of  the  electric  light  plant  by  pressure, 
rather  than  a  desire  to  reduce  rates  for  the  public  good.  .  . 
As  a  by-law  to  remedy  a  private  grievance  will  not  stand,  so 
a  by-law  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case  ought  not  to  be 
permitted.  It  is  not  necessary,  in  the  view  I  take  of  the  case, 
for  me  to  decide  whether  or  not  it  is  within  the  powers  of 
defendants'  council,  having  once  amended  by-law  105,  to 
again  amend,  .  .  ,  but  it  may  well  be  doubted,  in  the 
face  of  the  amendments  already  made,  whether  they  can  do 
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BO  without  plaintiffs'  consent-  Judgment  should  be  enterad 
for  plaintiffs,  with  a  declaration  that  the  defendants  have  not 
the  right,  during  the  existence  of  the  present  contract,  to 
alter  or  change,  without  the  consent  of  the  plaintiffs,  the 
rates  charged  in  the  conduct  of  its  light  and  telephone  busi- 
ness. The  injunction  already  granted  is  continued.  Costs 
to  plaintiffs  on  High  Court  scale. 

T.  B.  Ferguson,  Rat  Portage,  solicitor  for  plaintiffs. 

McLennan  &  Wallbridge,  Rat  Portage,  solicitors  for  de- 
fendants. 


Britton,  J.  !  January  16th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

TOWN  OF  RAT  PORTAGE  v.  CITIZENS  ELECTRIC  CO. 

OF  RAT  PORTAGE. 

Municipal  Corporation — Electric  Lighting  of  Streets — Contract — Exe- 
cution by  Acting  Mayor — Contract  Partly  Performed — By-law  to 
Confirm— Necessity  of— Tax  By-lau)— Effect  of—R,  S.  0.  ch.  22^i, 
sees.  282,  404,  405,  568. 

Action  tried  at  Rat  Portage,  brought  to  have  a  contract 
between  the  parties  declared  void,  (1)  because  no  by-law  was 
passed  authorizing  or  sanctioning  the  contract;  {2)  the  con- 
tract was  not  executed  by  a  duly  authorzied  agent  of  plain- 
tiffs, and  (3)  the  agreement  was  not  drawn,  signed  or  sealed 
in  a  way  to  bind  the  plaintiffs. 

C.  A.  Hasten  and  A.  McLennan,  Rat  Portage,  for  plain- 
tiffs. 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  and  T.  R.  Ferguson,  Rat  Portage, 
for  defendants. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  judgment. 

Britton,  J. — The  defendants  purchased  the  assets  of  a 
company  which  had  an  agreement  with  plaintiffs  for  lighting 
the  streets.  The  contract  was  duly  completed,  and  in  Feb- 
ruary, 1895,  a  new  one  was  made  for  the  electric  lighting  of 
the  town  for  5  years.  In  August,  1899,  tenders  were  adver- 
tized for,  and  defendants  tendered  to  supply  street  lighting, 
etc.,  for  5  years  from  February,  1900,  and  deposited  with 
plaintiffs  a  marked  cheque  for  $1,000.  The  tender  was  in 
torms  of  a  draft  contract  alleged  to  have  been  agreed  upon 
by  a  committee  of  the  council.  A  meeting  of  the  council 
wafi  held  on  September  11th,  1899,  and  a  resolution  passed 
accepting  the  tender,  and  authorizing  the  Mayor  and  the 
Clerk  to  sign  the  contract  as  presented  in  draft.     The  Mayor 
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was  absent,  but  the  Acting  Mayor,  and  the  Clerk  signed  it  at 
the  meeting,  and  the  plaintiffs'  seal  was  affixed.  The  cheque 
was  handed  back  the  next  day.  On  November  13th,  189y, 
a  resolution,  reciting  the  agreement  and  ratifying  its  execu- 
tion by  the  Acting  Mayor,  was  passed.  The  minutes  of  this 
meeting  were  read  and  confirmed  at  a  subsequent  meeting, 
and  the  corporate  seal  of  plaintiffs  attached.  Thereafter  the 
contract  was  acted  on  by  both  parties,  and  was  being  acted 
on  when  this  action  was  brought. 

The  contract  without  express  enactment  would  be  good 
under  sec.  568  of  the  Municipal  Act.  .  .  The  necessity 
of  a  by-law  to  create  liability  on  the  part  of  a  municipal  cor- 
poration on  an  executory  contract  was  discussed  aaid  decided 
in  Waterous  Engine  Works  Co.  v.  Palmerston,  21  S.  C.  E. 
556,  8«:s.  282,  and  480,  there  in  question  being  sees.  325,  and 
566,  for  comparison,  of  the  present  Municipal  Act.  .  .  . 
The  town  there  was  held  not  liable,  in  the  absence  of  by-law, 
for  the  price  of  a  fire  engine  which  had  not  been  accepted. 
The  council  acted  here  under  sec.  568,  and  sec.  272  gives  the 
Acting  Mayor  all  the  powers  of  the  Mayor.  .  .  .Bernardin 
V  Dufferin,  19  S.  C.  K.  581,  decides  that  a  corporation  is 
liable,  on  an  executed  contract,  for  the  performance  of  work 
within  its  powers,  and  which  it  has  adopted,  and  has  had  the 
benefit,  though  the  contract  is  not  under  the  corporate  seal. 
The  contract  here  is,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  an  executed 
one.  A  valid  contract  in  full  force  was  terminated  before 
its  expiry,  and  rights  under  it  abandoned,  and  the  new  on«^ 
has  been  acted  on  for  2  years,  and  defendants  changed  their 
position  on  the  faith  of  its  running  for  5  years,  renewable 
for  5  more  years.  The  plaintiffs  are,  I  think,  bound,  as  an 
individual  may  be,  by  acquiescence,  and  are  estopped  in  this 
action:  Pembroke  v.  Canada  Central  B.  W.  Co.  3  0.  R.  503. 
The  corporation  itself  is  plaintiff,  not  a  ratepayer,  and  iis  not 
passing  a  by-law  looks  like  bad  faith.  In  1900,  and  1901, 
by-laws  were  passed  for  raising  by  taxation,  in  addition  to 
other  moneys,  sums  to  pay  defendants  under  the  contract, 
and  this  could  only  be  done  by  by-law:  Sees.  404,  405  of  the 
Act.  These  by-laws  lawfully  ratified  the  contract :  Eobins  v. 
Brockton,  7  0.  E.  48.  The  action  is  dismissed  with  costs. 
The  defendants  are  entitled  to  a  declaration  that,"  as  between 
them  and  the  plaintiffs,  the  contract  is  a  valid  and  binding 
one,  and  that  plaintiffs  must  carry  it  out  in  all  respects. 

McLellan  I&  Wallbridge,  Eat  Portage,  soliditors  for 
plaintiffs. 

T.  R.  Ferguson,  Bat  Portage,  solicitor  for  defendants. 
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January  17th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

DODGE  V.  SMITH. 

Estoppel  by  Deed — Mines  and  Minerals — Possessory  Title  againt(t 
Patentee  —  Suhseqiient  Reservation  of  Minerals  in  Grant  by 
Patentee— Effect  of — Surface  Possession — Notice — Evidence. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  Lount,  J.,  in 
action  to  restrain  defendants  from  trespassing  upon  lot  17, 
in  the  sixth  concession  of  the  township  of  Bedford,  in  the 
county  of  Frontenac,  and  digging  for  or  removing  any  min- 
erals therefrom.  In  1864,  the  Crown  granted  the  lot  to 
Edwin  Dodge,  Dodge  registered  the  deed  in  1866,  and  in 
1877,  conveyed  to  his  son  Edwin  6.  Dodge.  In  1884, 
Edwin  6.  Dodge  conveyed  to  Patrick  Murphy,  by  deed 
containing  a  clause,  saving  and  excepting  all  mines, 
minerals,  and  ores.  Murphy  made  a  mortgage  for  the 
balance  of  the  purchase  money  to  Dodge,  which  contained 
a  clause  "saving  and  excepting  the  mines,  which  said  mort- 
gagor has  no  claim  to.^^  The  plaintiffs  claim  the  minerals 
under  the  will  of  Edwin  G.  Dodge.  The  defendants'  title  is 
derived  through  Murphy.  The  trial  Judge  found  that  P. 
Murphy  had  been  in  possession  for  two  years  prior  to  the 
deed  to  him  from  Dodge ;  that  the  lot  had  been  fenced  in  for 
upwards  of  t^n  years  either  by  P.  Murphy,  or  his  brother  J. 
Murphy  who  had  been  in  possession  as  a  squatter  for  eigrit 
years,  and  who  had  then  left  it;  that  P.  Murphy  went  into 
possession  as  a  squatter,  and  remained  there  for  ten  years 
before  the  deed  to  him  from  Dodge;  but  that  Murphy's  con- 
duct in  dealing  with  the  grantee  of  the  Crown,  Dodge,  in 
receiving  the  deed  from  him,  and  giving  him  the  mortgage 
with  the  reservations,  and  in  not  asserting  at  any  lime  a 
title  by  possession*  disentitled  him  now,  through  Ins  repre- 
sentatives, to  assert  it;  that  the  deed  and  mortgage  read  to- 
gether operated  to  estop  Jiim  and  them  from  claiming 
title  to  the  minerals;  that  when  P.  Murphy  sold,  his  con- 
veyance and  the  subsequent  conveyances  excepted  the  min- 
erals, and  if  not  estopped  against  the  grantee  of  the  Crown, 
he  and  they  are  estopped  against  those  who  had  notice 
through  the  registry  oflficej  that  P.  Murphy  made  no  claim 
to  the  minerals. 

G.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  for  appellants. 

W.  J.  McWhinney  and  S.  B.  Woods,  for  plaintiffs. 

Judgment  of  the  Courts  Falconbridge,  C.J.,  and 
Street,  J.,  was  delivered  by  Street,  J. — At  the  date  of  the 
conveyance  of  July  10th,  1884,  from  Dodge  to  Murphy,  and 
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the  mortgage  back,  the  title  to  the  mines  and  minerals  had 
been  extinguished  by  the  possession  of  Murphy,  who  had 
acquired  as  against  Dodge  a  good  title  to  both  land  and 
minerals.  If  the  mines  had  been  revested  in  Dodge,  sub- 
sequent possession  by  Murphy  of  the  surface  would  not 
extinguish  Dodge's  title  to  the  mines:  Seaman  v.  Vawdrey, 
16  Ves.  390 ;  Smith  v.  Lloyd,  9  Ex.  562.  But  there  is  noth- 
ing in  the  conveyance  or  circumstances  which  had  the  effect 
of  revesting  the  mines  in  Dodge,  or  which  can  estop  defend- 
ants, claiming  under  Murphy,  from  asserting  his  title  down 
to  1884.  When  Dodge  reserved  the  mines,  he  reserved  some- 
thing he  had  not  got,  and  the  reservation  did  not  operate  as 
a  grant  from  Murphy.  The  statement  in,  the  mortgage  that 
Murphy  makes  no  claim  to  the  mines,  whatever  its  effect 
between  the  parties  in  an  action  between  them  and  their 
privies,  and  upon  the  mortgage,  can  have  no  effect  in  this 
action.  It  is  evidence  merely  for  plaintiff,  but  has  been 
shewn  to  incorrect:  Carpenter  v.  BuUer,  8  M.  &  W.  209;. 
Ex  p.  Morgan,  2  Ch.  D.  89. 

Appeal  is  allowed  with  costs  and  judgment  below  reversed 
with  costs. 

McWhinney,  Ridley,  &  Co.,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  plain- 
tiffs. 

Watson,  Smoke,  &  Smith,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  defend- 
ants. 


Ja/nuary  17th,  1902. 

^  DIVISIONAL    COURT. 

MATTHEWS  v.  MOODY. 

Evidence — Trial — Jury — Refusal  of  Trial  Judge  sua  sponte  to  Admit 
Evidence — Vew  Trial — Costs — Contract — Rescission  of — Evtdenoe 
in  Support  of— Rule  785, 

Motion  by  defendants  to  set  aside  verdict  and  judgment 
for  plaintiff  for  $235  in  an  action  for  damages  for  breach 
of  a  warranty  or  return  of  money  paid,  tried  by  Robertson, 
J.,  and  a  jury  at  Pembroke,  and  to  dismiss  the  action  or  for 
a  new  trial.  The  warranty  was  upon  the  sale  of  a  specific 
&r1icle,  a  hay  press,  by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff 
for  $300.  By  the  contract  the  property  in  the  article 
was  not  to  pass  until  payment  in  full.  The  defendants  took 
on  account  of  the  purchase  price  a  pair  of  horses  valued  at 
$235  and  gave  credit  for  the  $65  balance.  At  the  trial  the 
defendants  asked  for  a  nonsuit  because  the  property  did  not 
pass. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

W.  B.  White,  K.C.  for  plaintiff. 
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may  be  apportioned.  This  has  been  done  in  the  United 
States :  Butler  v.  Eivers,  4  B.  I.  38 ;  Ballon  v.  Black,  IT  Neb. 
389.  The  Master  found  that  the  lien  was  registered  and  the 
action  brought  within  the  time  limited  by  sees.  23  and  23, 
and  as  there  is  evidence  to  support  his  conclusion,  it  should 
not  be  disturbed.  There  was  also  evidence  to  establish  the 
work  done,  and  the  materials  furnished  for  the  part  of  the 
building  which  belonged  to  the  wife.  The  Master's  finding 
should  not  be  disturbed  even  though  he  had  ft)und  the  other 
way  on  the  evidence.  It  cannot  be  said  he  was  wrong,  and 
unless  it  can,  his  findings  should  not  be  set  aside. 

Britton,  J.,  I  concur. 
Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

A.  Abbott,  Trenton,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

T.  A.  O'Rourke,  Trenton,  solicitor  for  Mary  E.  Hess  et  ah 

Britton,  J.  Jainuary  18th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

RE  MOORE. 
Will — Conversion — Residuary  Legatee. 

Application  by  an  executor  for  advice  of  the  Court,  under 
E.  S.  0.  ch.  129,  sec.  39.  The  te&tatrix,  Abigail  Moore,  by 
the  first  clause  of  her  will,  devised  her  homestead  to  Mrs. 
Robert  Moore,  her  son's  wife.  Subsequent  to  the  execution 
of  the  will,  the  executrix  sold  the  house,  receiving  some  cash, 
and  a  mortgage  for  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money. 
By  the  seventh  clause  of  the  will  it  is  provided  that,  "  any 
money  there  may  be  over  and  above  what  I  have  herein  men- 
tioned, I  give  to  my  nephew,  Joseph  Mills  of  Ireland,  County 
of  Monaghan.^' 

George  Edmison,  Peterborough,  for  executrix. 

M.  Dennistoun,  Peterborough,  for  Joseph  Mills. 

Britton,  J. — ^Held,  that  Mrs.  E.  Moore  is  not  entitled 
to  the  mortgage  or  the  money  tliereby  secured  upon  the 
hcuse.  Held,  also,  that  this  mortgage  is  to  go  to  Joseph 
Mills  under'  the  7th  clause  in  the  will.  Held,  further,  that 
there  is  no  intestacy  as  to  any  part  of  the  estate.  Joseph 
Mills  consenting  in  Court  to  the  erection  by  executor  of  a 
suitable  tombstone  to  the  memory  of  Abigail  Moore,  order 
made  for  erection  of  same,  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $50,  and 
that  the  cost  thereof  be  allowed  to  the  executor  in  passing 
his  accounts.  Costs  of  all  parties  to  this  application  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  estate. 

Edmison  &  Dixon,  Peterborough,  solicitors  for  executor. 

Dennistoun,  Peck,  &  Stevenson,  Peterborough,  solicitors 
for  Joseph  Mills. 
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bALCONBRIDGE,    C.J.  JANUARY    7tH,    1902. 

TRTAU 

AITCHESON  V.  McKELVEY. 
iSpeci/ic    Performance — Agent — Fraud — Amendmen t — Delay. 

Action  tried  at  Hamilton  brought  by  administratrix  of 
ci-iate  of  Ellen  Butler,  deceased,  for  specific  performance  of 
agreement  by  defendant,  made  with  one  Bowerman,  to  pur- 
chase certain  property  in  the  city  of  Hamilton. 

A.  O'Heir,  Hamilton,  for  plaintiflE. 

J.  L.  Counsell,  Hamilton,  for  defendant. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — The  defendant,  and  his  wife, 
and  sister,  all  admit  on  cross-examination,  that  the  agree- 
ment which  he  claims  to  have  made  with  plain tiif's  agent, 
Bowerman,  that  the  necessary  money  should  be  raised  on 
mortgage  of  the  property  in  question,  and  a  lot  which  de- 
fv*ndant  had  placed  in  Bowerman's  hands,  was  an  agreement 
with  Bowerman,  personally,  and  not  with  the  Butler  estate, 
which  they  all  knew  had  to  get  its  money.  And  so  they 
have  easily  persuaded  themselves,  that  this  understanding 
or  arrangement  was  read  out  by  Bowerman  as  part  of  the 
contract  which  defendant  signea.  Issue  was  joined  on  Oc- 
tober Slst,  1901,  and  it  was  not  until  January  2nd,  1902, 
that  defendant  sought  to  amend  charging  fraud.  It  is  too 
late  to  do  so.  The  defence  fails.  Judgment  for  plaintiff 
with  costs. 

Staunton  &  O'Heir,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

MacKelcan  &  Counsell,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  de- 
fendant. 
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Fhrguson,  J.  January  20th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

McGARE  V.  TOWN  OF  PBESCOTT. 

liighway — Non-repair — Knowledffe   of   by   Municipal   Corporation — 

Time — Negligence — Damages, 

Action  tried  at  Brockville,  brought  to  recover  damages 
for  injuries  sustained  by  plaintiff  owing  to  non-repair  of  a 
board  sidewalk  on  Ann  street,  in  the  town  of  Brockville. 

J.  A.  Hutcheson,  Brockville,  and  A.  A.  Fisher,  Brock- 
ville, for  plaintiff. 

J.  B.  Clarke,  K.C.,  and  J.  K.  Dowsley,  Prescott,  for 
defendants. 

Ferguson,  J. — That  the  plaintiff  sustained  serious 
injury  is  not  disputed,  and  it  is  conceded  that  she  was  not 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence.  It  is  also  admitted  that 
she  gave  defendants  the  notice  respecting  injury,  and  of 
intended  action.  .  .  The  sidewalk  was  four  feet  wide, 
the  planks  running  crosswise  of  the  walk.  One  of  the 
planks,  about  ten  inches  wide,  was  missing,  leaving  a  hole 
across  the  walk  of  between  six  and  eight  inches  in  depth. 
.  .  The  injuries  of  plaintiff  are  severe.  There  is  beyond 
doubt  a  very  serious  injury  to  the  sciatic  nerve  on  the  right 
side;  some  of  the  professional  witnesses  being  of  th«* 
opinion  that,  the  plaintiff  may  never  recover,  others  that 
she  may  in  time,  .opinions  differing  as  to  the  length  of 
time.  .  .  .Though  the  professional  witnesses  were  not  all 
of  the  same  opinion,  I  have  no  doubt  that  it  is  shewn  that 
the  injury  to  the  nerve  was  caused  by  the  fall.  ...  I 
find  also  that  the  medical  treatment  was  proper.  .  .  . 
The  population  of  Prescott  is  shewn  by  its  mayor  to  be 
about  3,000.  Ann  street  is  on  one  side  of  the  town,  and 
not  very  thickly  built  upon,  and  the  traffic  was  shewn  to  be 
not  very  great,  nor  yet  very  small,  when  the  localitv  is  con- 
sidered. The  accident  occurred  at  8.30  p.m.  on  July  7th, 
1001.  .  .  From  the  evidence  I  think  the  sidewalk  was  in 
a  dangerous  condition  from  June  29th,  1901.     One  witness 
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said  that  the  sidewalk  was  old  10  years  ago,  and  it  is  shewn 
tiat  the  scantlings  were,  in  most  places,  very  rotten.  .  . 
I  am  of  opinion  that  this  want  of  repair  existed  for  such  a 
length  of  time,  that,  having  regard  to  all  the  other  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  amongst  which  are,  the  population  of  the 
town,  the  fact  that  the  sidewalk  was  a  very  old  and  well  worn 
out  one,  the  situation  of  the  street  on  which  the  sidewalk 
was,  the  travel  upon  it,  etc.,  the  defendants  ought  to  have 
known  of  its  state,  and  should  be  taken  to  have  had  notice 
of  it.  The  plaintiff  sustained  the  injuries  by  reason  of 
defendants'  negligence,  and  I  assess  the  damages  at  $1,500. 

Hutcheson  &  Fisher,  Brockville,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

J.  K.  Dowsley,  Prescott,  solicitor  for  defendants. 


Fkrguson,  J.  January  20th,  190*^. 

TRIAL. 

BEAM  V.  BEATTY. 

BUNTING  V.  BEATTY. 

Infant — Contract  of,  to  Indemnify — Voidable  not  Void — Ratification 
at  Majoritu — Unliquidated  Damages — Interest,  i 

Actions  tried  at  St.  Catharines,  brought  to  recover  dam- 
ages upon  the  defendant's  bonds,  dated  in  1893,  indemni- 
fying plaintiffs  against  the  purchase  of  certain  stock  in  the 
Colorado  Eiver  Irrigation  Co. 

G.  Lynch-Staunton,  K.C,  for  plaintiff. 

C.  A.  Masten,  for  defendant. 

Ferguson,  J. — Held,  that  the  infancy  of  the  defendant 
at  the  time  of  making  the  bonds  rendered  them  voidable, 
but  not  void,  and  that  after  becoming  of  age  defendant  had 
ratified  them.  Judgment  in  first  action  for  $495  and  costs, 
and  in  second  action  ^for  $720,  but  interest  cannot  be 
allowed  because  the  losses  suffered  by  plaintiffs  sound  in 
damages. 

A.  W.  Marquis,  St.  Catharines,  solicitor  for  plaintiffs. 

P.  C.  McBurney,  Niagara  Falls,  solicitor  for  defendant. 


Ferguson,  J.  January  20th,  1902. 

TRIAL.  I 

.  SHERLOCK  v.  WALLACE. 

Contract— As  to  Profits  on  Stock^Evidence  of— Deed   of   Land   as 

Security— BedeniplionStocklyroker, 

Action  brought  to  compel  the  reconveyance  to  plaintiff 
of   certain   lands   conveyed  by   him   by   absolute   deed   to 
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defendant  as  security  for  any  sum  which  might  be  found 
due  after  the  conclusion  of  certain  investments  in  stocks 
made  by  the  parties. 

Ferguson,  J. — Held,  that  the  plaintiff  had  failed  to 
shew  that  there  was  an  agreement  that  the  profits,  if  any, 
arising  upon  the  stock  on  hand  should  go  for  his  benefit. 

Crothers  &  Price,  St.  Thomes,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

McCrimmon  &  Wilson,  St.  Thomas,  solicitors  for  defend- 
ant. 


Ferguson,  J.  January  20th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

VANDUSEN  V.  YOUNG. 

Undue  Influence— Parent  and  Child — Conveyance  of  Land — WUhoui 
Independent  Advice— For  Suitable  Support  of  Parent— Absence 
of  Fraud — Good  Consideration, 

Action  brought  to  set  aside  an  indenture  made  in  1900, 
by  plaintiff  to  defendant,  to  have  the  registration  vacated, 
and  to  recover  damages  for  breach  of  a  verbal  agreement  by 
defendant  to  support  and  maintain  plaintiff  suitably  on  the 
land.  The  plaintiff  is  80  years  of  age  and  cannot  read  or 
write,  and  alleges  uildue  influence,  and  that  she  acted  with- 
out independent  advice  in  executing  the  indenture  by  which 
she  agreed  to  devise  the  land  to  defendant  in  consideration 
of  being  supported  thereon  until  her  death. 

Ferguson,  J. — JETeW,  that  the  plaintiff  appeared  to  be  a 
woman  of  remarkable  clearness  of  mind,  with  mental  facul- 
ties unimpaired,  that  there  had  been  no  fraud  on  the  part  of 
her  daughter,  the  defendant,  and  that  the  transaction  was 
supported  by  good  consideration  and. must  stand.  Action 
dismissed  with  costs. 

M.  M.  Brown,  Brockville,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

Hutcheson  &  Fisher,  Brockville,  solicitors  for  defendant. 


Britton,  J,  January  21st,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

RE  SMITH. 
Infant — Custody  of— As  between  Parents, 

Where  an  order  was  made  in  May,  1 899,  giving  the  cus- 
tody of  two  children  to  their  niother,  the  Court  refused  to 
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interfere  with  the  temis  contained  in  it,  it  not  being  shewn 
that  the  children  were  badly  treated  or  their  health  jeopar- 
dized. 

E.  F.  Blair,  Brussels,  solicitor  for  the  father. 

G arrow  &  Garrow,  Goderich,  solicitors  for  the  mother. 


Britton,  J.  January  21st,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

RE  CORNELL. 

Executors  and  Adminhtratora  —  Maintenance  —  Infant  —  Custody — 

AdiHce^Rule  938. 

Originating  notice  under  Rule  938. 

E.  R.  Hanning,  Preston,  solicitor  for  executor. 

W.  J.  Millican,  Gait,  solicitor  for  other  parties  except 
infants. 

J.  Hoskin,  K.C.,  Toronto,  official  guardian. 


JANUARY  21ST,  1902. 
DIVISIONAL  COURT. 

TAWSE  V.  SEGUIN. 
Particulars — Further  Particulars— Interpleader  Issue, 

An  appeal  from  order  of  Meredith,  C.J.,  ante,  p.  14, 
was  argued  before  a  Divisional  Court  (Falconrridge,  C.J., 
Street,  J.,  Britton,  J.),  and  it  was  held  that  the  order 
on  appeal  was  right  in  the  main,  but  that  there  should  be 
no  further  particulars  as  to  advances  or  as  to  settled  account, 
but  only  as  to  credits.     Costs  of  appeal  to  be  in  the  action. 

January  21st,  190:3. 

DIVISIONAL  court. 

RE  McINTYRE. 

McINTYRE  V.  LONDON  AND  WESTERN  TRUSTS  CO. 

Executors  and  Administrators  —  Directions  as  to  Distribution  of 
Estate — Setting  apart  securities  to  meet  annuities — Redemption 
of  annuity — Consent — Rule  938 — Jurisdiction  under. 

Appeal  by  the  London  and  Western  Trusts  Company, 
the  executors  of  the  will  of  Hugh  Mclntyre,  deceased, 
from  an  order  of  Boyd,  C,  in  Chambers  (21  C.  L.  T. 
Occ.  N.  380),  giving  directions  to  the  executors  as  to 
the  distribution  of  the  estate  among  the  residuary 
legatees,  and  as  to  providing  for  the  payment  of  annuities 
bequeathed  by  the  will.  Boyd,  C,  declared  that  the  parties 
interested  in  the  residue  were  entitled  to  have  sums  set 
apart  to  answer  the  annuities  from  time  to  time,  as  suflicient 
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assets  are  in  the  hands  of  the  executors,  or  to  have  sums 
applied  in  the  purchase  of  Government  annuities  in  the 
same  way,  from  lime  to  time,  as  shall  seem  most  expedient 
to  the  Master  if  the  parties  differ. 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  for  the  executors,  contended  that 
they  had  a  right  to  complain  that  the  estate  was  taken  out 
of  their  hands,  and  that  the  Court  should  not  interfere  with 
the  administration  by  them  and  practically  set  aside  the 
will,  no  impropriety  being  alleged  against  them. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  David  Mclntyre. 

M.  D.  Fraser,  London,  for  Hugh  Mclntyre. 

J.  Folinsbee,  Strathroy,  and  D.  Urquhart,  for  other 
adult  parties.  i 

F.  W.  Harcourt,  for  infants.  < 

Judgment  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  Lount,  J.) 
was  delivered  by 

Meredith,  ,C.J. —  ...  It  is  clear  that  it  is  only 
when  both  the  persons  whose  estate  is  liable  to  pay  an 
annuity,  and  the  annuitant  consent,  that  an  annuity  may  be 
redeemed  out  of  the  estate  .  .  .  That  was  the  intention 
of  the  Chancellor,  he  tells  me,  and  if  the  order  provides 
otherwise,  it  is  wrong,  and  should  be  varied.  .  .  In  other 
respects  the  order  is  substantially  right.  After  realizing 
what  may  be  necessary  to  pay  debts,  etc.,  the  annuitants 
ar^  entitled  to  have  only  such  portion  of  the  estate  set  apart 
as  may  be  necessary  to  secure  their  annuities :  Re  Parry,  42 
Oh  D.  570:  and  the  extent  of  such  security  is  to  be  deter- 
mined on  the  principles  laid  down  in  Harbin  v.  Masterman, 
[1896]  1  Ch.  351;  see,  also.  Boss  v.  Hicks,  [1S91]  3  Ch.  499. 
The  trustees  have  on  hand  securities,  proper  to  be  held  by 
them  as  trustees,  amply  sufficient  to  secure  all  annuities.and 
leave  a  surplus  presently  available  for  distribution  among 
the  persons  entitled  to  the  residue,  and  there  is  no  necessity 
to  convert  these  securities  into  money.  It  will  suffice  to  set 
apart  such  of  these  securities,  as  at  4  per  cent,  per  annum 
will  produce  yearly  a  sum  equal  to  the  particular  annuity 
for  which  the  security  is  set  apart.  The  questions  are  pro- 
per  to  be  decided  on  a  motion  under  Rule  938:  Re  Medland, 
Eland  v.  Medland,  41  Ch.  D.  at  p.  492,  decided  on  the  cor- 
responding English  Rule.  The  question  in  Re  Parry,  supra, 
som-ewhat  similar  to  this,  was  raised  upon  an  originating 
summons.  Having  outlined  the  principles  upon  which  the 
appellants  should  act,  there  is  no  necessity  for  a  reference, 
and  if  one  is  had,  its  costs  must  be  reserved  to  be  disposed 
of,  after  report,  by  a  Judge  in  Chambers.  Order  is  varied 
as  to  costs,  and  as  to  redemption  of  legacies;   otherwise 
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affirmed  and  appeal  dismissed.    Costs  of  appeal  out  of  estate, 
those  of  appellants  as  between  solicitor  and  client. 

Stuart/ Stuart,  &  Bucke,  London^  solicitors  for  executors. 

J.  Folinsbee,  Strathroy;  Fraser  &  Moore,  London;  XJrqu- 
hart  &  Urquhart,  Toronto;  Macbeth  &  McPherson,  Lotidon; 
and  J.  Hoakin,  K.(J.,  solicitors  for  other  parties. 

Moss,  J.A.  January  21st,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

SE  GIBSON. 

Infant — Custody  Given  to  Mother — Pending  Action  for  Alimony — 
Undertaking  to  Speed — Access  to  Infant — Allou>ed  to  Father. 

Motion  by  mother,  upon   return  to  Habeas  Corpus^  for 
custody  of  her  infant  child  3  years  old. 

H.  J:  Wickham,  for  the  mother. 

F.  C.  Cooke,  for  the  father. 


January  21st,  190r?. 

DIVISIONAL  COURT. 

Mckenzie  v.  Mclaughlin. 

Discovery  —  Defamation  —  Privilege  —  Mitigation  of  Damages — 
Relevaney  of  Questions  on  Examination  of  Plaintiff. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  or,der  of  Fercuson,  J.,  in 
Chambers,  affirming  order  of  a  local  Judge  at  London 
requiring  plaintiff  to  attend  for  further  examination  for 
discovery  and  answer  questions  as  to  whether  he  had  applied 
for  a  reward  offered  by  a  township  council  for  kiUing  a  dog. 
Action  for  slander.  The  plaintiff  alleged  that  the  defendant 
had  spoken  of  the  plaintiff  the  words  *Tie  swore  false  and 
could  be  made  jump  for  perjuring  himseW — "he  perjured 
himself  and  stole  money  from  the  township.^'  The  defend- 
ant did  not  justify,  but.  denied  speaking  the  words,  said 
that  the  words,  if  spoken,  did  not  refer  to  the  plaintiff, 
set  up  (6)  the  circumstances  under  which  certain  words 
(not  the  same  as  those  charged)  were  spoken,  and 
(G)  pleaded  privilege. 

The  questions  related  to  the  reward,  and  asked  whether 
plaintiff  had  been  paid  it,  and  as  to  his  presence  at  a  meet- 
ing of  the  council,  and  as  to  the  statements  he  made  at 
it,  and  as  to  the  fact  of  the  reward,  and  as  to  the  times  and 
occasions  when  the  words  complained  of  were  spoken. 

I.  F.  Hellmuth,  for  plaintiff.  The  questions  are  not  rele- 
vant to  any  of  the  issues,  and  when  justification  is  not 
pleaded  cannot  be  relevant,  except  as  to  damages,  and  as  no 
facts  are  pleaded  in  mitigation  of  damages,  the  questions 
are  irrelevant  and  improper. 

C.  Swabey,  for  defendant. 
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The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  Lount,  J.), 
was  delivered  by  Meredith,  C.J. — In  the  view  we  take  it  is 
unnecessary  to  consider  whether,  having  regard  to  Rule  488, 
it  is  necessary  for  a  defendant  to  plead  the  facts  on  which  he 
intends  to  rely  in  mitigation  of  damages,  assuming  the  queij- 
tion  open  since  Beaton  v.  Intelligencer  Printing  Co.,  22  A.  R. 
99,  or  whether,  if  it  be  not  necessary  to  so  plead,  it  is  proper 
to  examine  for  discovery  as  to  matters  affecting  damages  only, 
unless  and  until  the  notice  has  been  given.  There  being  on 
this  record  the  defence  of  privilege,  it  is  impossible  to  say 
that  the  questions  asked  are  not  relevant.  ...  Appeal 
dismissed  with  costs. 

McEvoy,  Pope,  &  Perrin,  London,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 
Meredith  &  Fisher,  London,  solicitors  for  defendant. 


Falconbridge,  C.J.  January  21st,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

WHITE  V.  McLAGAN. 

Will — CQHstructionr— Bequest  of  Interest  to  Legatee  so  long  as 
Unmarried  or  a  Widow — Accumulation  during  Coverture— 
Valid  Limitation— Condition— **Again.** 

Action  by  trustees  under  the  will  of  Joseph  Hancock, 
deceased,  for  its  construction. 
A.  Bruce,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

S.  F.  Washington,  K.C.,  for  defendant  J.  McLagan. 
W.  W.  Osborne,  Hamilton,  for  infant  defendants. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — The  material  parts  of  the  will,  as 
far  as  the  purposes  of  this  inquiry  are  concerned,  are  as  fol- 
lows (for  convenience  of  reference  I  have  numbered  the 
paragraphs) : 

And  as  to  all  the  rest  and  remainder  of  my  said  real 
and  personal  estate  and  effects,  and  any  gifts  which  may 
become  forfeited  as  aforesaid,  upon  trust  to  sell,  convey, 
realize  and  convert  the  same  into  money  with  all  due  dili- 
gence, and  after  the  death  of  my  said  wife  and  sister  respec- 
tively, to  sell  and  convey  the  said  dwelling  house,  premises 
and  lots  devised  for  their  benefit  as  aforesaid,  and  to  invest 
the  said  moneys  in  first-class  real  estate  mortgage  security 
from  time  to  time  at  snch  rate  of  interest  as  they  may  think 
proper. 

1.  And  to  divide  the  residue  of  said  trust  monevs  and 
the  interest  thereon,  and  accruing  thereon,  into  thirteen 
equal  shares,  and  I  direct  the  payment  of  one  of  such  shares 
of  the  said   interest  annually,  upon  application   for  such 
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bhare  at  Hamilton,  to  and  for  .each  of  the  following  parties^ 
namely:  (13)  Jessie  Hancock,  daughter  of  my  brother,  John 
Hancock;  but  my  wiU  is  that  the  interest  payable  to  the  above 
named  female  legatees  shall  be  payable  to  them  respectively 
only  so  long  as  they  are  unmarried,  or  widows,  and  that  during 
the  coverture  of  any  or  all  of  such  female  legatees,  the  interest 
shall  accumulate  on  her  or  their  shires,  while  she  or  they  are 
married,  and  shaU  be  payable  to  her  or  them  again,  should  she 
or  they  become  a  widow  or  widows,  and  so  on  as  often  as  any 
of  such  female  legatees  shall  marry  and  become  widows. 

2.  And  I  direct  the  payment  of  the  said  share  of  interest 
of  William  Hancock  to  be  made  to  his  brother,  John  Han- 
cock, upon  condition  that  he  properly  cares  for  and  sup- 
ports and  maintains  him  during  his  lifetime,  and  in  pay- 
ment and  discharge  of  his  yearly  care,  support,  and  main- 
tenance. 

3.  And  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  either  of  the  said 
parties  hereinbefore  named  as  legatees,  before  or  after  my 
death,  leaving  lawful  issue,  I  give  and  bequeath  his  or  her 
share  to  such  issue  in  equal  proportions,  and  if  any  of  such 
issue  are  under  twenty-one  years  of  age,  I  authorize  and 
empower  my  said  executors  to  apply  the  money  to  which  he 
or  she  may  be  entitled  to  or  for  his  or  her  use  and  benefit 
as  they  may  think  proper,  without  the  intervention  of  any 
guardian  on  his  or  her  behalf. 

4.  And  upon  the  death  of  the  last  survivor  of  the  said 
legatees,  I  order  and  direct  the  payment  of  all  principal 
moneys  in  the  hands  of  my  executors,  and  belonging  to  my 
estate,  to  the  lawful  issue  of  each  of  the  said  legatees  in 
equal  shares,  so  that  the  children  of  each  will  receive  one 
share  in  equal  proportions. 

5.  And  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  any  of  the  said  parties 
without  leaving  lawful  issue,  I  direct  that  his  or  her  share  of 
interest  shall  be  paid  yearly,  and  every  year,  to  the  said 
other  parties  in  the  manner  hereinbefore  mentioned,  and 
that  his  or  her  share  of  principal  money  shall  form  part 
of  my  estate  for  distribution  and  payment  in  the  manner 
hereinbefore  mentioned. 

Jessie  Hancock,  mentioned  in  clause  13  of  paragraph  I, 
on  the  22nd  November,  1894,  married  Alexander  McLagan, 
and  he  died  on  the  1st  January,  1902,  leaving  the  defend- 
ant, Jessio  McLagan,  his  widow,  him  surviving,  and  the 
only  issue  of  the  said  marriage,  the  defendants,  Ellen  Camp- 
bell McTjagan,  born  in  1895,  and  Elsie  McLagan,  bom  in 
1897. 
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This  will  came  before  the  learned  Chancellor  of  Ontario 
for  construction,  in  June,  1888,  when  he  decided  that  "  the 
bequest  to  the  female  legatees  providing  for  the  payment  of 
interest  on  their  shares  of  the  fund  to  them,  only  so  long 
as  they  were  unmarried  or  widows,  and  that  during  the 
coverture  of  any,  the  interest  shall  accumulate,  etc,  is 
a  valid  limitation  as  distinguished  from  a  condition;  and 
is  to  take  effect  according  to  the  terms  of  suspension  used 
in  the  case  of  one  who  is  at  present,  and  was  at  the  date  of 
the  will,  married,  and  also  in  the  case  of  one  who  shall 
hereafter  marry:  Heath  v.  Lewis,  3  De  6.  M.  &  6.  956/' 

The  defendant  Jessie  McLagan  received  her  share  of  the 
interest  or  income  from  the  trust  estate  up  to  the  date  of 
her  marriage,  but  no  sums  have  been  paid  to  her  since  that 
date,  and  the  interest  or  income  which  would  but  for  her 
marriage  have  been  paid  to  her,  has  been  retained  by  the 
plaintiffs,  and  the  am.ount  thereof,  with  interest  which  has 
been  received  thereon,  was,  on  the  21st  day  of  November, 
1901,  $1,406.25,  and  the  plaintiffs  are  ready  and  willing  to 
pay  such  sum,  but  are  in  doubt  as  to  whom  the  same  is 
payable  to. 

The  questions  now  are  : 

1.  As  to  who  is  entitled  to  the  accumulations  of  income 
in  respect  of  the  share  of  the  defendant  Jessie  McLagan 
during  her  marriage,  and  whether  the  same  are  now  payable 
to  her. 

2.  As  to  whether  the  defendant  Jessie  McLagan  is 
entitled  from  the  date  of  the  death  of  her  husband  to  the 
share  of  the  income  accruing  from  that  date,  which  would 
have  been  payable  to  her  had  she  never  been  married. 

3.  What  disposition  is  to  be  made  by  the  plaintiffs  of 
the  accumulations  on  the  share  of  the  said  Jessie  McLagan 
during  her  marriage,  and  of  the  income  payable  in  respect 
of  such  share  in  the  future. 

As  to  question  1,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  words  *'  and 
shall  be  payable  to  her  or  them  again/^  exclude  the  idea 
that  the  widow  is  entitled  to  the  accumulations.  The  will 
was  not  drawn  by  a  layman,  but  by  a  lawyer,  and  if  the 
intention  had  been  that  the  accumulations  should  be  paid  to 
the  widow,  such  words  as  "with  the  accumulations  thereon^' 
would  have  been  inserted. 

Further,  the  word  "again*'  indicates  being  "back  in  a 
former  position  or  state;  anew;  once  more  as  before:*'  see 
Murray's  new  dictionary,  8vJ>  verb,,  A.  3,  6 ;  Macaulay's  His- 
tory of  Engird,  vol.  2,  p.  78,  "  The  principles  of  the  Treaty 


62 

of  Dover,  were  again  the  principles  ol'  the  loieign  policy  of 
England^ 

To  declare  the  defendant  Jessie  McLagan  to  be  entitled 
from  the  death  of  her  husband  to  the  share  of  the  income 
accruing  from  that  date,  is  to  place  her  back  in  her  former 
position  had  she  never  married;  and  this  constitutes  the 
affirmative  answer  to  the  second  question. 

As  to  the  third  question,  the  persons  who  will  on  the 
death  of  Jessie  McLagan  become  entitled  to  the  trust  fun«l 
under  clauses  3  and  4,  will  become  entitled  also  to  the 
accumulations  of  income  during  the  period  of  Jessie 
McLagan's  marriage. 

The  cases  are  not  of  much  assistance.  They  are  prin- 
cipally under  the  Thellusson  Act:  Crowley  v.  Crowley, 
7  Sim.  427;  O'Neil  v.  Lucas,  2  Keen  316;  Harbin  v.  Master- 
man,  L.  R.  12  Eq.  559;  [1894]  2  Ch.  184;  Wharton  v. 
Masterman,  [1895]  A.  C.  186;  Re  Travis,  Frost  v.  Greatore.v, 
[1900]  2  Ch.  541. 

Costs  to  all  parties,  out  of  the  estate. 

Bruce,  Burton,  &  Bruce,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  plain- 
tiffs. 

Washington  &  Beasley,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  defend- 
ant J.  Mcl^igan. 

Gibson,  Osborne,  O'Reilly,  &  Levy,  Hamilton,  solicitors 
for  infant  defendants. 


January  22nd,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

BIRKETT  V.  BREWDER. 

Mechanic's  Lien — Plant  Supplied  by  Gontractor^—Forfeited  to  Otcner 
for  Breach  of  Contract — Lien  does  not  Attach  upon — R.  8.  O.  ch. 
153,  sec.  11  (1), 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  judgment  of  Judge  of  County 
Court  of  Carleton  dismissing  the  claim  of  the  plaintiffs  to 
a  mechanic's  lien  upon  the  works  of  the  Metropolitan  Elec- 
trical Company  of  Ottawa  in  respect  of  materials  furnished 
by  the  plaintiffs  to  Brewder  and  McNaughton,  the  con- 
tractors. The  plaintiffs  contended  that  until  the  work 
should  be  completed,  it  could  not  be  ascertained  whether 
anything  would  be  due  to  the  contractors  upon  which  the 
plaintiffs'  lien  could  attach,  and,  therefore,  the  right  of  the 
lien  should  not  have  been  determined. 

The  contract  between  the  Metropolitan  Co.  and  Brewder 
and  McNaughton  provided  that  all  machinery  and  other  plant, 
etc.,  furnished  by  the  latter,  was  to  become  the  property 
of  the  company  until  the  final  completion  of  tjie  work,  and 
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that  it,  as  provided  in  the  contract^  the  contractors  were 
dismissed,  and  the  company  took  the  work  out  of  their 
hands,  and  completed  it,  such  plant,  etc.,  was  to  remain 
the  property  of  the  company  for  the  purposes,  etc.,  con- 
tained in  paragraph  10.  The  contractors  were  dismissed, 
and  the  company  are  proceeding  with  the  work,  and  an 
action  brought  by  the  contractors  against  the  company  for 
damages  has  been  dismissed.  The  County  Judge  held  that 
nothing  was  due  to  the  contractors  under  the  contract;  and 
that  the  lien  of  plaintiffs  attached  only  upon  the  15  per 
cent,  to  be  retained  imder  R.  S.  0.  ch.  153,  sec.  11,  which 
percentage  was  not  to  be  computed  upon  the  plant  taken 
possession  of  by  the  company. 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C.  J.,  Lount,  J.) 
was  delivered  by  Meredith,  C.J. — The  County  Judge  was 
clearly  right.  .  .  The  language  of  sec.  11  (1)  that  the  value 
ib  to  be  "calculated  on  the  basis  of  the  price  to  be  paid 
for  the  whole  contract'^  can  have  no  possible  application 
to  the  plant  supplied  by  the  contractor  to  execute  the  work, 
and  which  remains  his  property  (in  the  absence  of  special 
agreement),  to  be  removed  by  him  when  the  work  has  been 
completed.  .  .  .  The  County  Judge  was  not  asked  to 
postpone  the  trial,  so  as  to  await  the  completion  of  the 
work,  to  see  if  anything  might  be  due  to  the  contractors 
.  .  .  and  nothing  will  ever  become  due  to  them  in  any 
event  by  reason  of  the  dismissal  of  their  action.  Whether 
or  not  the  judgment  in  that  action  is  binding  on  the  lien- 
holders,  we  express  no  opinion,  but  this  action,  in  view  of 
the  course  taken  at  the  trial,  ought  not  to  be  retried  in 
order  to  determine  the  liability  of  Brewder  &  Co.,  because 
it  is  almost  certain  the  same  result  would  be  reached. 
Appeal  is  dismissed  with  costs. 

Christie,  Greene,  &  Greene,  solicitors  for  plaintiffs. 

McVeity  &  Culbert,  Code  &  Burritt,  C.  Murphy,  Latch- 
ford,  McDougall,  &  Daly,  Code  &  Beament,  all  of  Ottawa, 
solicitors  for  respective  defendants. 


Meredith,  J.  January  21st,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

BE  POWELL  V.  DAXCYGER. 
Division  Court— Prohihition— Transfer  of  Action  to  High  Court- 
Lease — Covenant  to  Leave  in  Repair — Breach — Damages — Juris- 
diction of  Division  Court  • 

Motion  by  defendants  for  order  transferring  action  from 
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10th  Division  Court  ini  county  of  York  into  High  Court, 
or  for  prohihition.  Action  to  recover  $26,  one  month's 
rent,  and  $70,  the  value  of  two  broken  glass  lights,  under  a 
memorandum  of  letting,  in  which  the  defendants  agreed  to 
keep  and  leave  the  premises  in  repair. 

W.  W.  Vickers,  for  defendants. 

C.  A.  Moss,  for  plaintiffs. 

Meredith,  J. — The  Division  Court  had  jurisdiction  to 
award  damages  not  exceeding  $100  :  see  Talbot  v.  Poole, 
15  P.  R.  99.  The  right  or  title  to  a  corporeal  or  incor- 
poreal hereditament  was  not  involved.  The  lease  was  not 
denied,  nor  the  right  to  rent  questioned:  see  Re  Moberley 
V.  Collingwood,  25  0.  R.  625.  The  nature  of  the  equitable 
defence,  if  any,  is  not  disclosed,  but  there  is  nothing  to  shew 
that  the  Division  Court  has  not  ample  power  to  consider 
and  givei  sufficient  effect  to  it,  and  has  not  done  so:  see 
R.  S.  0.  ch.  60,  sees.  73  &  75.  Therefore  there  cannot  be 
prohibition,  nor  a  transfer  for  want  of  jurisdiction  in  respect 
of  the  claim:  there  is  nothing  to  indicate  any  want  or. 
excess  of  jurisdiction.  If,  having  regard  to  the  future  effect 
of  the  covenant  to  repair,  a  reasonable  claim  for  reforma- 
tion of  the  lease  had  been  made  before  trial,  a  transfer  might 
well  have  been  ordered.  Although  set-off,  defence,  or  coun- 
terclaim, may  involve  matter  beyond  the  jurisdiction,  yet  some 
relief  may  be  granted  in  a  Division  Court,  and  it  is  only 
when  ample  justice  cannot  be  done,  that  a  transfer  is  made: 
sees.  76,  136,  R.  SJ  0.  ch.  51,  sec.  186.  Motion  is  dis- 
missed with  costs. 


OsLER,  J.A.  January  22nd,  1902. 

COURT  OF  APPEAL — CHAMBERS. 

HUTTON  V.  JUSTIN. 

Trustee— Abortive  Sale  of  Trust  Property  in  Parcels— Sale  by  Tender 
— Leave  to  Bid — Discretion  of  Court — Tennant  v.  Trenchard, 
38  L.  J.  Ch.  661,  L,  R,  4  Ch.  537,  distinguished. 

Motion  by  plaintiff  for  leave  to  appeal  from  order  of  a 
Divisional  (22  C.  L.  Tj  Occ.  X.  23),  affirming  order  of 
Meredith,  C.J. 

G.  F.  Sheplcy,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

Osler,  J.A. — Xo  case  has  been  made  out.  AVhether, 
when  a  trust  estate  has  been  directed  to  be  sold,  the  trus- 
tee, who  is  also  an  incumbrancer,  shall  be  at  liberty  to  bid, 
is  a  matter  resting  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  Court. 
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Here,  a  sale  by  auction  in  parcels  was  had,  and  failed,  and 
the  estate  has  been  now  ordered  to  be  put  up  for  sale  by 
tender  en  bloc,  and  it  is  contended  that  without  first  asking 
for  tenders  for  parcels,  or  trying  some  other  way,  the  trus- 
tee should  not  be  at  liberty  to  bid  for  the  estate  en  hloc, 
if  the  price  named  by  the  Court  should  not  be  realized  on 
the  sale  by  tender.  The  rule  has  not  been  so  stringently 
laid  down:  Tennant  v.  Trenchard,  38  L.  J.  Ch.  661,  and 
L.  Rj  4  Ch.  537,  per  the  Lord  Chancellor,  at  p.  54?. 
In  that  case  the  trustee  was  not  to  be  at  liberty  to  bid 
until  some  attempt  had  been  made  to  sell,  and  proved  to  be 
abortive.  Here  the  ends  of  justice — of  justice  to  the  parties 
— do  not  require  a  more  stringent  application  of  the  rule; 
there  having  been  in  fact  one  sufficient  attempt  to  sell  in 
parcels,  which  has  proved  abortive,  the  Courts  below  have 
exercised  a  proper  discretion  in  making  the  order  in  ques- 
tion.    Motion  is  dismissed  with  costs. 


Britton,  J.  January  21st,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

VALLEAU  V.  VALLEAU. 

Will — Comtruction— Bequest  for  Life  to  the  Widow— Articles  Pass- 
ing Under — Use  in  Specie  of  Furniture— Income. 

Thorpe  v.  Shillington,  15  Gr.  85,  referred  to. 

Originating  notice  under  Rule  938. 

E.  Douglas  Armour,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

B.  C.  Clute,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

A.  L,  Colville,  Campbellford,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

G.  Drewry,  Brighton,  solicitor  for  defendant. 


LouNT,  J.  January  22nd,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

MASSEY-HARRIS  CO.  v.  ELLIOTT. 

Water  and  Watercourses — Change  in  Course  of  Stream  by  Freshets — 
Accretion — Reliction — Easement — Riparian  Proprietor — Title  by 
Possession. 

Interpleader  issue  directed  to  try  whether  at  the  time  the 
city  of  Brantford  expropriated  certain  land,  that  portion  in 
question  in  the  issue  was  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs  or 
defendants,  and  to  determine  the  proportion  in  which  the 
$6,100,  fixed  by  the  arbitrators  under  the  Municipal  Act,  as 
the  value  of  the  land,  and  paid  into  Court,  is  divisible 
among  them.  I 
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S.  C.  Smoke  and  Grayson  Smith,  for  plaintiffs. 

W.  S.  Brewster,  K.C.,  and  A.  E.  Watts,  Brantford,  for 
the  defendants. 

LouNT,  J. — The  contention  is  occasioned  by  a  change  in 
the  channel  of  the  Grand  Eiver  from  the  old  to  the  new 
channel.     ...    It  was  conceded  that  the  plaintiffs'  prop- 
erty, which  is  on  the  north  side  of  the  river,  had,  when 
patented,  for  its  southern  boundary,  the  northern  boundary 
of  the  river  as  it  ran  through  the  old  channel,  from  which 
was  reserved  by  the  patent  an  allowance,  for  a  tow  path  or 
road,  one  chain  in  width  along  the  bank,  and  full  access 
to  the  shore  for  all  vessels,  boats,  and  pcrsoi^s;  and,  like- 
wise, that  the  northern  boundary  of  defendants'  land  as 
patented  was  the  southern  boundary  of  the  river  as  it  then 
ran  through  the  old  channel.     .     .     .     Many  witnesses  were 
examined  on  both  sides.     ...    I  find  that  the  portion 
of  the  disputed  property  lying  immediately  south  of  the 
old  channel     ...    up  to  1874,  formed  part  of  the  prop- 
erty now  claimed  by  defendants.     In  that  year,  or  possibly 
1875,  a  heavy  freshet  of  water  and  ice  came  down  the  river 
iffutting  a  new  channel,  which,  after  8  or  10  years,  by  suc- 
cessive freshets,  became  as  it  now  is  formed.     .     .     .     The 
intervening  land  reappears  every  year.     .     .     .     The   old 
channel  has  been  only  partly  filled  up.     .     .    .     The  change 
of  channels  has  not  been  due  to  the  gradual  eating  away  of 
the  south  bank  of  the  old  channel  by  the  current.     .     .     . 
The  plaintiflfs  have  not  established  any  title  by  accretion  to 
the  land  in  dispute,  and  the  doctrine  of  accretion  does  not 
apply,  nor  has  reliction  been  shewn,  for  there  has  been  no 
recession  of  waters  from  the  plaintiffs'  land;  they  reappear 
as  soon  as  the  spring  freshets  pass  away.     An  island  sud- 
denly formed,  as  here,  remains  the  property  of  the  original 
owner.     .     .     .     The  plaintiffs  had,  at  the  date  of  expro- 
priation, as  riparian  proprietors,  a  title  to  the  middle  thread 
of  the   old  channel,  which   is  not  completely  "closed  up. 
.     .     .     The  reservation  of  a  chain  for  a  tow  path,  being  an 
easement,  does  not  take  from  plaintiffs  their  right  in  the 
soil  to  the  middle  thread  of  the  old  channel:  Kains  v.  Tur- 
ville,  32  TJ.  C.  E.  22.     .     .     .     The  plaintiffs  have  not  shewn 
"an  actual,  constant,  and  visible  occupation  to  the  exclu- 
sion of  the  true  owners  for  10  years:"  McConaghyi  v.  Den- 
mark, 4  S.  C.  E.  632:  see  also  Harris  v.  Mudie,  7  A.  E.  414; 
Griffith  v.  Brown,  5  A.  E.  303.     Cropping  the  land  during 
the  summer  is  only  a  new  act  of  trespass :    Coffin  v.  North 
American  Land  Co.,  21  0.  E.  87:  and  does  not  make  against 
the  owner's  constructive  possession :  Handley  v.  Archibald,  30  * 
S.  C.  E.  130.     ...     I  find  for  defendants  on  all  grounds, 
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except  as  to  the  middle  thread  of  the  old  channel  in  front 
of  their  land,  12  chains  in  length,  and  therefore  plaintiffs 
should  get  $100  and  defendants  $6,000  of  the  money  in 
Court.     Costs  to  defendants,  as  they  succeed  substantially. 

Watson,  Smoke,  &  Smith,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  plain- 
tiffs. 

Brewster,  Muirhead,  &   Heyd,    Brantford,    and    A.    E. 
Watts,  Brantford,  solicitors  for  respective  defendants. 


Robertson,  J.  January  22nd,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

SUTTON  V.  VILLAGE  OF  PORT  CARLING. 

Survey— Re-survey  to  settle  Boundaries-Jurisdiction  of  Lieutenant- 
Oovemor-in-Council  to  Order—Requisites  to  Confer— Assessing 
Cost  of  re-survey  on  Owners  not  Interested. 

Re  Scott  and  Peterborough,  26  C.  P.  36,  applied  and 
followed. 

Reg.  V.  McGugan,  19  C.  P.  69,  distinguished. 

Action  brought  by  certain  land-owners  to  have  it  declared 
that  certain  assessments  under  by-law  No.  48  of  defend- 
ants are  illegal  and  void,  and  to  quash  the  by-law,  and  to 
enjoin  defendants  fromi  collecting  the  several  amounts  levied 
against  plaintiffs  under  the  by-law.  The  by-law  authorizes 
the  levying  of  $290.77  to  defray  the  cost  of  a  Government 
survey  of,  and  planting  durable  monuments  on,  certain  parts 
of  the  Bailey  estate,  containing  137  acres,  divided  into  73 
lots  and  parts  of  lots,  to  settle  the  boundaries.  The  survey 
was  ordered  by  the  Lieutenant-Governor  in  council  at  the 
request  of  defendants.  The  defendant  Martin  is  defend- 
ants' tax  collector. 

R.  D.  Gunn,  Orillia,  and  T.  E.  Godson,  Bracebridge,  for 
plaintiffs. 

C.  B.  Hewson,  Barrie,  for  defendants. 

RoBERTSOTf,  J. — There  was  not  sufficient  material  sent 
by  defendants'  council  to  warrant  the  general  re-survey  that 
has  been  made.  .  .  .  The  whole  difficulty  could  have 
been  gotten  over  by  the  surveyor  establishing  the  proper  line 
of  Bailey  street  from  Joseph  street  to  the  Indian  River,  at 
a  cost  of  about  $40.  ...  I  find  that  no  one  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, except  Harris,  is  interested  in  the  re-survey,  which  was 
not  necessary  to  fix  their  respective  boundaries.  .  .  . 
The  case  comes  within  the  principles  laid  down  in  Re  Scott 
and  Peterborough,  26  C.  P.  36.  ...  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  re-survey  was  not  authorized,  the  requirements,  as  I 
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have  stated,  of  the  statute  R.  S.  0.  1887  ch.  152,  sec.  39, 
now  R.  S.  0.  1897  ch.  181,  sec.  15,  not  having  been  com- 
plied with,  so  as  to  give  the  Lieutenant-Governor  in  council 
jurisdiction  to  authorize  the  survey;  therefore  the  survey 
was  illegal,  and  therefore  there  is  no  power  to  pass  the 
by-law  to  levy  its  cost.  If  there  was  jurisdiction  to  authorize 
the  re-survey,  it  could  only  be  at  the  cost  of  the  owners  of 
lots  in  each  range  or  block,  or  part  of  each  range  or  block, 
interested,  and  not  on  all  lot-owners,  whether  or  not  they 
are  interested.  Neither  has  sub-sec.  5  of  sec.  38  of  ch.  15r3 
(sub-sec.  5  of  sec.  14  of  ch.  181)  been  followed,  no  estimate 
of  the  cost  having  been  made.  .  .  .  Reg.  v.  McGugan, 
19  C.  P.  69,  is  distinguishable.  In  that  case  there  was  a  peti- 
tion and  memorial  for  a  survey  of  the  first  concession  of  a 
lownship,  but  in  this  case  no  street,  range,  or  block,  or  parts 
of  them,  were  particularized,  and  I  adopt  the  language  (if 
Draper,  C.J.,  in  the  Scott  case,  suprUy  where  he  says:  "The 
powers  to  tax,  confided  in  councils,  can  only  be  exercised  in 
the  manner  specified  by  the  Act,"  etc.  I  refer  on  this  point 
to  Cooper  v.  Welbanks,  14  C.  P.  364.  The  by-law  must  be 
quashed,  the  injunction  made  perpetual,  and  the  corpora- 
tion must  pay  the  costs  of  the  action  on  the  High  Court 
scale.  There  was  no  necessity  for  making  the  defendant 
Martin  a  party,  and  the  action  is  dismissed  against  him 
without  costs. 

R.  D.  Gunn,  Orillia,  solicitor  for  plaintiflf. 

Hewson  &  Creswicke,  Barrie,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


January  23rd,  1902. 
divisional  court. 
BARTLETT  v.  CANADIAN  BANK  OF  COMMERCE. 

Discovery — Examination  for,  of  Local  Manager  of  Bank — Sul^equent 

Examination  of  Teller  Refused. 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  order  of  Lount,  J.,  in  Cham- 
bers, affirming  order  of  Master  in  Chambers  refusing  an 
application  by  the  plaintiffs  for  leave  to  examine  for  dis- 
covery one  Fralick,  teller  in  the  branch  of  the  Canadian 
Bank  of  Commerce  at  Ayr.  The  action  is  brought  to 
recover  from  the  Bank  of  Commerce  and  the  Dominion 
Bank  the  sum  of  $3,000,  the  amount  of  a  cheque  drawn  in 
favour  of  plaintiffs  by  one  Thamer  upon  the  Ayr  branch  of 
the  former  bank,  and  indorsed  by  plaintiffs  and  deposited 
by  them  in  the  Dominion  Bank  at  Toronto,  who  indorsed 
it  to  the  Bank  of  Commerce,  who  sent  it  to  their  branch  at 
Ayr,  where  there  was  no  funds  for  it.  It  reached  Ayr  on 
May  13th  last,  and  was  protested  on  May  15th,  and  notice  of 
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dishonour  sent  to  plaintiffs.  The  Dominion  Bank,  who  had 
credited  the  plaintiffs  with  the  amount,  afterwards  charged 
it  back  against  the  plaintiffs,  who  base  their  action  on  the 
ground  that  the  notice  of  dishonour  was  not  in  time.  The 
plaintiffs  have  already  examined  the  agent  of  the  bank  at 
Ayr,  and  now  seek  to  examine  the  teller,  as  an  officer  of  the 
bank,  for  discovery. 

F.  Amoldi,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs.  The  teller  can  alone 
give  the  discovery  required  as  to  the  noting  of  the  cheque. 
Dawson  v.  London  Street  R.  W.  Co.,  18  P.  R.  223,  shews 
that  the  teller  is  an  officer  of  defendants  examinable  for 
discovery. 

W.  H.  Blake,  for  the  defendants  the  Canadian  Bank  of 
Commerce.  The  discretion  exercised  below  ^should  not  be 
interfered  with.  The  fullest  discovery  had  been  afforded 
to  plaintiffs.  The  teller  is  not  an  officer  :  Ontario  Bank 
V.  Shields,  33  C.  L.  J.  393. 

The  Court  (Falconbridge,  C.J.,  Street  and  Britton, 
JJ.)  delivered  judgment  at  the  conclusion  of  the  argu- 
ment, holding  that  the  order  below  was  right;  that  there 
was  nothing  to  examine  about;  and  that  Ontario  Bank  v. 
Shields,  supra,  was  well  decided.  Appeal  dismissed  with 
costs. 

Amoldi  &  Johnston,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  plaintiffs. 

Blake,  Lash,  &  Cassels,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


January  23rd,  1902. 

DIVISIONAL  court. 

EVANS  V.  EVANS. 

Will — Executory  Devise— Period  of  Vesting — Attaining  Majority  and 
Death  of  Life  Tenant — Double  Event  Necessary. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  Falconbridge, 
C.J.,  in  action  for  construction  of  will  of  John  Evans, 
deceased.  The  testator  died  in  1865,  leaving  a  widow  and 
six  sons,  and  three  daughter  surviving.  Walter  Evans,  a 
Ron  of  the  testator,  died  intestate  without  issue  on  November 
2nd,  1899,  leaving  surviving  his  widow,  the  plaintiff.  Betsy 
Evans,  the  testator^s  widow,  died  on  February  20th,  1901. 
The  testator  devised  all  his  real  estate  to  trustees  in  trust 
'*  to  permit  and  allow  my  wife,  Betsy  Evans,  to  have,  use, 
occupy,  and  enjoy  during  her  natural  life  said  lot  2  in  the 
fourth  concession,  East  Gwillimbury,  with  dwelling-house, 
etc.,  free  of  rent  or  charge  except  taxes,  which  are  to  be 
paid  by  her,  and  from  and  immediately  after  her  decease, 
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then,  upon  trust,  I  give  and  devise  the  said  lot,  with  dwell- 
ing-house, etc.,  unto  my  son,  Walter  Evans,  aged  five  years, 
to  be  enjoyed  by  him  at  the  age  of  21  years,  if  my  said 
wife  shall  then  be  deceased,  but  if  she  shall  not,  then  the 
same  to  be  enjoyed  by  him  when  and  so  soon  after*  he  shall 
have  attained  the  age  of  21  years  as  my  said  wife  shall  die; 
and  I  hereby  direct  my  trustees  and  the  survivor  of  them, 
and  his  heirs,  to  release,  convey,  and  assure  the  same  unto 
my  said  son  Walter  Evans,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  at  the  time 
of  the  death  of  my  said  wife;  provided  that  he,  my  said 
son  Walter,  shall  then  have  attained  the  age  of  21  years; 
but  if  shall  not  have  attained  that  age,  I  direct  my  said 
trustees  to  so  release,  convey,  and  assure  the  said  lot  to  my 
said  son  when  and  so  soon  as  he  shall  attain  the  age  of  21 
years.  .  .  . ,  If  any  of  my  other  sons  "  referring  to  the 
testator's  sons,  except  David,  shoxdd  die  before  the  time 
appointed  for  him  or  them  to  receive  his  or  their  share  or 
shares,  I  direct  that  his  or  their  share  or  shares  shall  be 
equally  divided  amongst  his  remaining  brothers,  except  my 
son  David,  who  is  not  to  receive  in  any  event  the  share  or 
shares  of  any  of  my  said  sons  who  may  die  before  receiving 
his  or  their  share  or  shares/'  The  Chief  Jutice  held  that 
the  testator  meant  that  Walter  should  take  lot  2  only  in  the 
double  event  of  his  attaining  the  age  of  21  years  and  sur- 
viving the  testator's  widow,  Betsy. 

H.  T.  Beck,  for  plaintiflf. 

J.  W.  McCuUough,  for  the  defendant  D.  Evans  jun.,  in 
same  interest  as  plaintiff. 

A.  H.  Marsh,  K.C.,  for  other  defendants. 

The  Court  was  composed  of  Boyd,  C,  and  Ferguson, 
J.,  both  of  whom  wrote  opinions,  agreeing  in  the  result. 

Ferguson,  J. — The  testator  fixed  a  point  of  time  at 
which  his  son  Walter  was  to  receive  a  title  to  the  land  in 
question,  which  was  the  earliest  point  of  time  after  he, 
Walter,  should  have  attained  21  years,  and  the  life  tenant, 
the  widow,  should  be  dead.  Walter  did  not  survive  the 
widow,  and  he,  therefore,  died  before  the  time  appointed  to 
receive  his  share,  and  the  gift  in  the  subsequent  clause 
sprang  up  upon  the  death  of  Walter  of  its  inherent  strength, 
and  he  had  not,  and  the  plaintiff  cannot  through  him  have, 
any  vested  rights  to  the  land.  Judgment  below  affirmed 
with  costs. 
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Brixton,  J.  January  23rd,  190;i. 

TRIAiL. 

BANK  OF  OTTAWA  v.  LEWIS. 
Parinerahip—Authority  of   Partner—Bill    of   Exchange—Notice. 

Creighton  v.  Halifax  Banking  Co.,  18  S.  C.  R.  140,  fol- 
lowed. 

Action  to  recover  amounts  of  two  bills  of  exchange 
drawn  by  defendant  McGregor,  in  the  name  of  the  firm  of 
Lewis  &  McGregor,  upon  Vipond,  Peterson,  &  Co,  in  favour 
of  the  plaintiffs. 

The  defendants  were  partners  in  the  auction  and  com- 
mission business  in  fruit,  and  each  had,  besides,  a  separate 
business  of  his  own.  The  defendant  Lewis  had  a  private 
bank  account  with  Molsons  Bank  in  Ottawa,  and  McGregor 
kept  one  with  plaintiffs.  < 

J.  Christie,  Ottawa,  and  Wentworth  Green,  Ottawa,  for 
plaintiffs.  > 

W.  Wyld,  K.C.,  and  Glyn  Osier,  Ottawa,  for  defendants. 

Britton,  J. — The  bills  were  drawn  upon  blanks  furn- 
ished by  plaintiffs,  and,  although  drawn  to  their  order,  were 
indorsed  by  'McGregor  in  name  of  Lewis  &  McGregor,  and 
also  by  McGregor  individually.  They  were  discounted  by 
the  plaintiffs  for  McGregor,  and  the  proceeds  placed  to  his 
private  account,  and  checked  out  by  him.  .  .  .  The 
partnership  was  not  registered.  The  partners  agreed  that 
Lewis  was  to  use  his  private  account  for  firm  purposes.  The 
business  was  to  be  conducted  on  a  cash  basis,  practically, 
and  the  only  authority  McGregor  had  was  to  accept  drafts 
for  goods  bought  and  received  by  the  firm-,  and  to  make  the 
drafts  payable  at  Molsons  Bank,  where  they  were  to  be  paid 
by  Lewis.  .  .  .  The  plaintiffs  were  not  notified  of  the 
limitations  of  McGregor's  authority.  ...  I  find  as  to 
the  first  bill  (1)  that  Lewis  did  not  authorize  McGregor  to 
draw  in  the  firm  name;  (2)  that  the  proceeds  were  placed  to 
McGregor's  account  and  drawn  out  and  used  by  him  to  carry 
out  his  own  purposes,  and  for  purposes  which  Lewis  did  not 
desire,  and  used  so  without  his  knowledge;  (3)  that  Lewis 
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never  gave  plaintiffs  to  understand  that  McGregor  had  any 
authority  to  use  the  firm  name  to  obtain  money  to  be  placed 
to  his  own  credit,  or  for  his  own  purposes,  and  that  such 
authority  was  never  given;  and  (4)  that  there  was  nothing 
in  the  former  dealing  between  the  plaintiffs  and  McGregor 
to  warrant  them  in  believing  he  had  such  authority.  This 
brings  the  case  within  Creighton  v.  Halifax  Banking  Co., 
18  S.  C.  E.  140,  and  plaintiffs  cannot  recover  on  the  first 
bill.  The  case  as  to  the  second  bill  is  in  a  different  position. 
On  the  conflict  of  testimony  between  the  partners,  I  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  Lewis  knew  of  the  bill,  assented 
to  it,  and  received  from  McGregor  its  proceeds,  and  is  liable. 

Judgment  accordingly. 

Christie  &  Green,  Ottawa,  solicitors  for  plaintiffs. 
O'Gara,  Wyld,  &  Osier,  Ottawa,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


Ferguson,  J.  January  27th,  190j^. 

CHAMBERS. 

McCAULEY  V.  BUTLER. 
SoUcitor — Vo8t8 — Collusive  Hetilement  of  Action — i\otic€  of  uen. 

Sanvidge  v.  Ireland,  14  P.  R.  29,  followed. 

Appeal,  by  solicitor  for  plaintiff,  from  order  of  local 
Judge  at  London  dismissing  application  of  the  solicitor  for 
payment  of  his  costs  out  of  the  fund  arising  upon  a  settle- 
ment of  the  action,  and  paid  over  between  the  parties 
behind  the  back   and  against  the  notice  of  the  solicitor. 

G.  C.  Gibbons,  K.C.,  and  P.  H.  Bartlett,  London,  for 
solicitor. 

A.  B.  Cox,  London,  for  defendant. 

Ferguson,  J. — Action  for  criminal  conversation,  being 
brought  for  trial  at  London.  The  parties  resided  at  Lucan, 
12  or  14  miles  from  London,  Ontario,  where  their  solicitors 
resided.  On  December  14th,  1901,  defendant  sent  a  mes- 
senger to  his  solicitor  to  inform  him  of  the  intended  settle- 
ment. The  messenger  was  at  once  referred  by  him  (Mr. 
Meredith)  to  Mr.  Toothe,  the  plaintiff's  solicitor.  Mr. 
Toothe  thereupon  telephoned  to  Mr.  Meredith  and  said: 
*^T  understand  there  has  been  another  settlement,  and  T 
will  look  to  your  client,  and  to  ever>'  person  who  had  a  finger 
in  this  settlement  for  mv  costs,  and  to  this  man  Butler,  who, 
I  alwav.  understood,  was  good.  T  pave  him  fair  warning 
and  notice  that  my  co?ts  had  not  been  paid."  The  mes- 
senger returned  the  same  day  to  Lucan,  and  the  settlement 
was  carried  out  on  Mondav   16th  December.     .     .     .     The 
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plaintiff  has  little  or  no  property.  The  defendant  is  a  man 
of  substance.  The  appeal  was  very  learnedly  and  with  much 
force  argued  on  each  side.  .  .  .  The  word  "lien''  was 
not  used  over  the  telephone,  but  the  clearest  kind  of  state- 
ment was  made*  that  plaintiff's  solicitor  would  look  to  the 
defendant  for  his  costs  of  action.  The  claim  so  made  could, 
in  the  circumstances,  rest  upon  no  other  footing  than  a 
lien,  and  as  between  solicitors  the  words  used  were  sufficient. 
They  go  much  further  thaji  those  used  in  Sullivan  v.  Pear- 
son, L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  163,  38  L.  J.  Q.  B.  65;  besides,  that  case 
was  not  determined  on  the  letter.  Thus  there  was  notice 
on  the  14th  of  the  month  to  defendant's  solicitor  of  the 
lien  claimed.  ...  I  am  precluded  by  what  I  said  in 
Sanvidge  v,  Ireland,  14  P.  R.  29,  from  holding  that  notice 
to  the  solicitor  was  not  notice  to  the  defendant.  .  .  . 
In  Boursot  v.  Savage,  L.  R.  2  Eq.  at  p.  142,  Kindersley, 
V.-C,  says:  "It  is  a  moot  question  upon  what  principle 
this  doctrine  rests/'  and  "my  solicitor  is  alter  ego;  he  is 
myself."  I  allow  the  appeal.  Defendant  is  to  pay  plaintiff's 
solicitor  his  costs  of  the  action  between  solicitor  and  client, 
the  costs  of  the  motion  and  the  costs  of  this  appeal,  all  are 
to  be  taxed,  and  paid  forthwith,  thereafter.  Thomas  Hod- 
gins  and  John  Fox  were  not  properly  made  parties. 
.     .     .     I  give  no  costs  against  them,  nor  to  them. 

R.  M.  C.  Toothe,  London,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 
E.  Meredith,  London,  solicitor  for  defendant. 


Moss,  J. A.  January  27th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

Re  HOLLAND. 

Will — Legacy  Dutu — Discretion  of  Executors  to  Pay  out  of  Itesiaue 
— Executors  may,  before  a  Year  from  Death  of  Testator,  Vredit 
Amount  of  a  Legacy  on  Mortgage,  Payable  at  any  Time,  Given 
by  Legatee,  if  Satisfied  of  Sufficiency  of  Assets — Legatee  Pre- 
deceasing Testator — Lapse. 

Manning  v.  Robinson,  29  0.  R.  483,  approved. 

Motion  by  widow  of  a  testator  and  one  of  his  executors 
under  Rule  938,  for  advice  of  the  Court. 

The  testator  directed  his  executors  to  pay  his  just  debts, 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and,  after  giving  certain 
legacies,  devised  the  residue  of  his  estate. 

R.  C.  Clute,  K.C.,  for  applicants. 

R.  U.  McPherson,  for  residuary  legatee. 
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Moss^  J.A. — ^The  legaxiy  duty  is  properly  deducted  from 
the  legacies,  and  should  not  be  paid  out  of  the  residue,  and 
the  executors  have  no  discretion  to  pay  such  duty  out  of  the 
residue:  per  Armour,  C.J.,  in  Manning  v.  Robinson,  29 
0.  R.  483.  There  is  nothing  affording  any  reason  for 
saying  that  the  executors  were  bound  to  pay  the  pecuniary 
legacies,  or  any  of  them,  before  the  expiration  of  one  year 
from  the  testator's  death.  Therefore,  none  of  the  pecuniary 
legacies  bear  interest  from  the  testator's  death.  As  M. 
T.  Herrington  is  entitled  to  pay  off  any  portion  of  the 
principal  money  of  her  mortgage  at  any  time,  there  was 
nothing  to  prevent  the  executors,  if  satisfied  of  the 
sufficiency  of  the  funds  in  their  hands  for  other  purposes, 
from  exercising  their  discretion  in  favour  of  paying 
her  legacy  by  crediting  it  against  her  mortgage,  before  the 
expiration  of  one  year  from  the  testator's  death.  The  legacy 
of  $200  to  William  Purvis,  who  died  some  days  prior  to  the 
decease  of  the  testator,  intestate,  and  left  surviving  several 
children,  lapsed.     Costs  out  of  the  estate.  . 

S.  J.  Young,  Trenton,  solicitor  for  executors. 

McEvoy  &  Perrin,  London,  solicitors  for  residuary 
legatee. 


Ferguson,  J.  January  27th,  190-3. 

TRIAL. 

CANADIAN   BANK   OF   COMMERCE   v.   TOWN   OF 

TORONTO  JUNCTION. 

Municipal  Corporation — Not  Liable  for  Coats  of  Advertising  Tax  isal^ 
Ordered  by  Treasurer  —  Absence  of  By-law  or  Resolution  of 
Council— U.  8.  O.  ck.  22.'^  sec.  224. 

Warwick  v.  County  of  Simcoe,  36  C.  L.  J.  461,  approved. 

Action  to  recover  $462.50,  aanount  of  a  bill  of  the  York 
Leader  &  Publishing  Co.  for  advertising  a  sale  of  lands  for 
arrears  of  taxes.  The  companv  assigned  the  claim  to  plain- 
tiffs. 

W.  H.  Blake,  for  plaintiffs. 

C.  C.  Going,  Toronto  Junction,  for  defendants. 

Ferguson,  J. — Mr.  Jackson,  the  treasurer  of  defend- 
ants, indorsed  on  the  letter  of  March  5th,  1900,  notifying  him 
of  the  assignment  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  follows : — "Whatever 
amount  may  become  due  to  the  ^Leader  &  Recorder*  for 
advertising  tax  sale  for  1900,  will  be  paid  by  me  to  the  Can- 
adian Bank  of  Commerce.'*     ...     On  September  29th, 
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1900,  the  plaintiffs  wrote  asking  payment^  to  which  request 
Jackson  replied  that    nothing   was    due.    On  March  4th, 

1901,  this  action  was  begun,  not  against  the  treasurer,  but 
against  the  corppration.  There  has  not  been  any  by-law  or 
resolution  of  the  council  regarding  this  matter,  nor  has  the 
town  made  any  contract  in  respect  of  it.  .  .  .  R.  S.  0. 
ch.  224,  sec.  224,  provide?  for  the  purposes  of  collection  of 
taxes  that  the  treasurer  and  mayor  of  a  town  shall  perform, 
upon  its  incorporation,  the  like  duties  as  are  in  the  Act, 
before,  in  the  case  of  other  municipalities,  imposed  on  the 
county  treasurer  and  warden  respectively.  In  this  case  the 
warrant  was  issued  by  the  mayor  of  the  town.  ...  I 
entirely  agree  with  the  judgment  of  the  Judge  of  the  County 
of  York  in  Warwick  v.  County  of  Simcoe,  36  C.  L.  J.  461. 
Under  sec.  224,  the  treasurer  is  an  officer  pointed. out  by 
the  legislature,  and  commanded  to  perform  certain  duties 
for  the  general  good,  and  in  neither  case  can  the  munici- 
pality interfere  with  the  officer  in  the  performance  of  those 
defined  duties.  The  treasurer  in  the  present  case  did  not 
at  any  time  attempt  to  pledge  the  defendants'  credit,  and 
he  had  no  power  to  do  so,  and  they  are  not  liable.  Action 
dismissed  with  costs. 

Blake,  Lash,  &  Cassels,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  plaintiffs. 
C.  C.  Going,  Toronto  Jimction,  solicitor  for  defendants. 


MacMahon,  J.  January  27th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

DUNN  &  CO.  V.  PRESCOTT  ELEVATOK  'CO. 

I^ailment — Warehouseman — yegligence  of — Lo88  of  Uorn  Stored   in 
Elevator  from  Heat — Measure  of  Damages. 

Action  tried  at  Ottawa,  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
alleged  negligence,  want  of  skill,  and  improper  conduct  of 
defendants  in  storing,  warehousing  and  taking  care  of 
50,000  bushels  of  com,  ex  steamer  Niko,  and  62,300  bushels, 
ex  steamer  Nicaragua,  to  arrive  at  defendants*  elevator  in 
April,  1897,  composed  of  old  hard,  dry  com,  No.  3. 

J.  Leitch,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

J.  A.  Hutcheson,  Brockville,  for  defendants. 

MacMahon,  J. — The  duty  of  a  warehouseman  is  stated 
in  Seven  on  Negligence,  2nd  ed.,  p.  999.  See  Snodgrass  v. 
Ritchie,  17  Rfettie  712;  Brabant  v.  King,  [1896]  A.  C.  632, 
at  p.  640;  Powers  v.  Mitchell,  3  Hill  (N.Y.)  545.  .  .  . 
The  defendants  had  ample  facilities  for  turning  over  the 
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corn,  and  expressed  their  intention  so  to  do,  and  had  they 
carried  it  out  the  com  would  have  been  preserved  in  good 
condition.  .  .  .  None  of  these  employed  by  defendants 
were  experienced  in  the  work  of  taking  carQ  of  grain  in  an 
elevator  except  one,  and,  although  directions  were  given  by 
plaintiffs  in  their  telegrams  and  letters  of  May  22nd,  26t]i, 
and  June  2nd  and  3rd,  to  keep  the  corn  turned,  which  could 
be  done  at  the  rate  of  6,000  or  8,000  bushels  an  hour  by 
transferring  from  one  bin  to  another,  and  for  which  the 
company  had  ample  facilities,  this  duty  was  neglected,  and 
it  was  not  turned  over  between  May  22nd  and  June  4th. 
The  measure  of  damages  is  the  difference  between  what  the 
corn  was  worth,  and  would  have  realized  at  Prescott  on 
June  15th,  had  it  been  in  perfect  condition,  viz.,  27  cents  a 
bushel,  and  what  it  was  worth  there  and  could  have  been 
sold  for  in  its  damaged  condition. 

Leitch  &  Pringle,  Cornwall,  solicitors  for  plaintiffs. 

F.  J.  French,  Prescott,  solicitor  for  defendants. 


KoBERTSOX,  J.  JanuajRY  27th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

HARRIS  V.  BANK  OF  BRITISH  NORTH  AMERICA. 

Contravt — lieUveiy  of  Deed   in  Escrow — Son-performauve  of   Con- 
dition— Option — Trust. 

Action  tried  partly  at  Barrie  and  concluded  at  Toronto^ 
brought  to  recover  $3,122.50. 

J.  K.  Kerr,  K.C.,  and  R.  D.  Gunn,  Orillia,  for  plaintiff. 

John  Greer,  for  defendant  bank. 

W.  H.  Blake,  for  defendant  Trading  Corporation. 

RoDERTSox,  J. — I  find  as  facts,  on  the  evidence,  that 
plaintiff  in  all  respects  fully  and  completely  performed  his 
agreement,  dated  June  23rd,  1898,  for  the  sale  of  certain 
mining  properties  to  A.  J.  Mangold,  acting  for  defendant 
corporation,  after  inspection  of  and  examination  of  title, 
etc.,  to  the  claims ;  that  after  inspection  and  putting  a  man 
in  to  work  the  claims  as  he  saw  fit,  and  paying  five  per  cent, 
of  the  purchase  money,  Mangold  requested  plaintiff  to 
execute  bills  of  sale  and  deposit  them  with  the  manager  of 
Bank  of  British  North  America,  Dawson  Branch,  accom- 
panied by  a  letter  to  him  dated  October  8th,  1898: — "We 
beg  to  deposit  with  you  tliis  day  two  bills  of  sale  from  R. 
A.  Harris  to  A.  J.  Mangold    ...     the  said  deeds  to  be 
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held  by  you  in  escrow,  and  to  be  forwarded  by  you  to  your 
branch  in  London,  England,  to  be  so  held  until  April  7th 
next,  when  they  are  to  be  returned  to  your  branch  in  Van- 
couver, to  be  delivered  by  them  to  R.  A.  Harris,  or  his 
order,  unless  on  or  before  said  7th  day  of  April  there  be 
deposited  to  his  credit  in  your  branch  in  London,  England, 
the  respective  sums  of  $3,122.50,  when  the  deed  of  sale 
regarding  76  A  on  Hunker  is  to  be  delivered  to  Mr.  Man- 
gold, or  his  order.  ...  If  the  said  amounts  be  paid 
before  7th  day  of  April  next,  you  will  please  instruct  your 
branch  in  Tjondon  to  forward  same  to  your  agency  in  Van- 
couver, to  be  paid  over  immediately  to  the  order  of  Mr. 
Harris.  E.  A.  Harris,  A.  J.  Mangold.^^  On  7th  April,  1899, 
Mangold  wrote  the  following  letter  to  secretary  of  the  bank 
in  London:— '"Referring  to  the  bill  of  sale  held  by  you  on 
behalf  of  Mr.  R.  A.  Harris  of  a  paxt  share  of  the  claim  76  A 
Hunker,  and  which  document  is  to  be  handed  over  to  me 
or  my  order  on  payment  of  $3,122.50,  I  now  hand  you  the 
equivalent  of  this  sum,  but,  inasmuch  as  the  bill  of  sale  is 
not  accompanied  by  any  documents  verifying  the  title  to  the 
property,  I  must  request  you  to  hold  the  money  in  escrow, 
either  here  or  at  Vancouver,  xintil  the  manager  of  the 
Pioneer  Trading  Corporation  of  Klondike,  on  behalf  of 
which  company  I  negotiated  this  option,  is  satisfied  that 
the  title  is  correct,  when  the  money  can  be  handed  over  to 
Mr.  Harris  in  exchange  for  a  properly  executed  bill  of  sale, 
for  which  the  manager's  receipt  shall  be  your  full  and  suffi- 
cient discharge."  Under  these  circimistances,  I  find  that 
the  $3,122.50  was  not  paid  to  the  credit  of  the  plaintiff  a? 
required  by  the  letter  of  the  8th  October,  1898,  and  there- 
fore the  plaintiff  had  no  cause  of  action  against  the  bank, 
and,  as  the  bill  of  sale  was  sent  by  it  to  Vancouver,  there 
was  no  breach  of  trust.  .  .  .  Upon  the  execution  of  the 
letter  of  the  8th  October,  1898,  the  option  to  purchase  wa.s 
at  an  end,  and  the  agreement  to  buy  complete  to  be  carried 
out,  and  consummated  by  the  payment  six  months  later  cf 
the  $3,122.50,  and  neither  Mangold  or  the  corporation  had 
a  right  to  withdraw,  and  had  no  other  step  been  taken,  the 
plaintiff  was  in  a  position  to  sue  for  specific  performance 
and  recover  the  $3,122.50.  If  not,  the  plaintiff,  in  order 
to  save  his  title,  would,  according  to  the  mining  regulations, 
have  been  obliged  to  have  gone  on  to  the  claimi  and  done 
representation  work  during  the  whole  of  the  six  months 
allowed  for  pa3rment  of  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money; 

whereas,  in  fact,  the  corporation  went  into  possession  and 

•* 
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did  that  work,  and  nothing  was  said  to  plaintiff  as  to  any- 
thing being  unsatisfactory  until  the  letter  of  April  7th, 
1899.  .  .  .  The  eases  do  not  support  the  contention 
that  the  option  to  purchase  extended  up  to  the  end  of  the 
six  months  from  October  8th^  1898.  I  dismiss  the  action 
with  costs  as  to  the  bank,  who  may  deduct  their  costs  out 
of  the  fund  of  $3,122.60  in  their  hands.  I  give  judgment 
for  plaintiff  for  balance  of  fund,  and  direct  the  defendant 
corporation  to  pay  to  plaintiff  his  costs  and  the  costs 
deducted  by  the  bank. 

E.  D.  Gunn,  Orillia,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

Smith,  Eae,  &  Greer,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  Bank  :)f 
British  North  America. 

Blake,  Lash,  &  Cassels,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  Pioneer 
Trading  Corporation. 


January  29Tn.  190:>. 

DIVISIONAL   COURT. 

WOLFF  V.  KEHOE. 

titatutes — Highway — Trees,  etc,,  "  Left  iStandifig  "  on — Meaning  of — 

H.  A?.  O.  ch,  ^JiH,  sec,  2,  sub-sec,  4. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  County  Court  of 
Carleton. 

Glyn  Osier,  Ottawa,  for  plaintiff. 
R.  V.  Sinclair,  Ottawa,  for  defendant. 

The  Court  (Meredith,  C.J,,  Lount,  J.)  held,  in  dis- 
posing of  the  appeal,  that  R.  S.  0  ch.  243,  sec.  2,  sub-sec.  4, 
which  enacts  that  "  every  growing  tree,  shrub,  or  sapling, 
whatsoever  planted  or  left  standing  on  either  side  of  any 
highway  for  the  purposes  of  shade,  or  ornament,"  etc.,  means 
growing  tree,  etc.,  left  standing  hy  a  municipality, 

O'Gara,  Wyld,  and  Osier,  Ottawa,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 
Caron  &  Sinclair,  Ottawa,  solicitors  for  defendant. 


Falconbridge,  C.J.  January  27th,  1902. 

trial. 
HAGAE  V.  HA6AR. 

Contract — To  Build  Walls  of  Bam — (Jood  ana  WorkmanUtce  Mann*:r 
— Contractor  not  Liable  if  Roof  Causes  Walls  to  t'all — I'lan — 
Costs, 

Action  tried  at  Hamilton,  brought  to  recover  damages  by 
reason  of  the  loss  to  plaintiff  from  the  negligent  construc- 
tion by  defendant  of  the  walls  of  concrete  of  a  bam  to  be 
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erected  by  him  for  plaintiff,  and  wnicli  plaintiff  alleges 
defendant  guaranteed  would  be  done  in  a  skilful  and  work- 
manlike manner. 

S.  D.  Biggar,  Hamilton,  and  W.  S.  McBrayne,  Hamilton; 
for  plaintiff. 

W.  M.  German,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — The  turning  point  is,  who  is 
responsible  for  the  construction  of  the  roof  ?  The  work  jf 
building  the  wall  was  done  in  a  good  and  workmanlike  man- 
ner, and  the  wall  would  have  stood  any  vertical  pressure 
which  could  fairly  have  been  imposed  on  it,  but  no  such 
wall  could  resist  the  outward  pressure  or  "  thrust  ^^  of  a 
roof  constructed  as  the  one  in  question.  .  .  .  This  is  a 
case  of  hardship,  while  the  result  is,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
that  plaintiff  cannot  claim  to  have  relied  on  defendant's  plan, 
yet  it  probably  contributed  to  the  accident;  therefore  I  shall 
not  give  costs  against  the  plaintiff.  Set-off  of  amount  for 
extra  work  against  plastering  and  pointing  still  to  be  done. 
Judgment  for  defendant  for  $230,  balance  of  contract  price, 
mthout  costs. 

.  Biggar  &  McBrayne,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

German  &  Pettit,  Welland,  solicitors  for  defendant. 


Lister,  J. A.  JanuaiRY  29th,  1902. 

COURT    OF    APPEAL — CHAMBERS. 

HUNTEK  V.  BOYD. 

Ijtare  to  Appeal — Matter  of  Public  Interest — Construction  of  t^tatuie 

— i?.  8.  0.  ch.  129,  sec.  11. 

Motion  by  plaintiff  for  leave  to  appeal  from  order  of  a 
Divisional  Court,  reversing  order  of  Lount,  J.,  appointing 
an  administrator  ad  litem  to  estate  of  defendant  Boyd, 
deceased. 

G.  G.  S.  Lindsey,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

R.  McKay,  for  defendants. 

Lister,  J.A. — Action  for  damages  for  malicious  prosecu- 
tion. The  Divisional  Court  held  that  in  an  action  such  as 
this  such  an  administrator  is  not  included  within  the 
description  "administrators"  in  E.  S.  0.  ch.  129,  sec.  11. 
I  think  there  is  jurisdiction  to  entertain  the  motion.  The 
question  whether  Lount,  J.,  had  jurisdiction,  under  the 
circumstances  here,  to  appoint  such  administrator,  depends 
upon  the  construction  of  sec.  11.,  and,  having  in  view  the 
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differences  of  opinion  on  the  part  of  the  Judges  before  whom 
ilie  question  has  come,  and  that  the  construction  of  this 
section  is,  as  affecting  other  than  the  parties  to  this  litiga- 
tion, a  matter  of  public  interest,  a  further  appeal  should  be 
and  is  allowed  upon  security  being  given.  Costs  of  motion 
io  be  in  the  appeal. 

Lindsfey  &  Wadsworth,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Beatty,  Blackstock,  Nesbitt,  Chadwick,  &  Biddell,  To- 
ronto, solicitors  for  defendants 


January  30th,  1902. 
court  of  appeal. 

McKENZiE  V.  McLaughlin. 

Leave  to  Appeal— Special  Circumstances  —  Discoveru—Amenament 

after — Practice. 

Motion  by  plaintiff  for  leave  to  appeal  from  order  of  a 
Divisional  Court,  antej  p.  58. 

I.  F.  Hellmuth,  for  plaintiff. 

G.  P.  Shepley,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  argument  the  Court  (Armour, 
C.J.O.,  OsLER,  Maclennan,  Moss,  Lister,  JJ.A.) — Held, 
that  this  was  not  a  case  of  character  or  importance  warrant- 
ing the  granting  of  special  leave  to  appeal;  that  no  real  harm 
or  prejudice  would  arise  to  plaintiff  by  his  answering  the 
questions;  and  that  the  constant  practice  is  to  amend  the 
defence  according  to  what  is  brought  out  on  examination 
for  discovery.     Motion  dismissed  with  costs. 


Robertson,  J.  January  31st,  190*2. 

chambers. 
HUNT  V.  ROBINS. 

Judgment  DcMop'—Kxamination — Making  Away  tcith  Fropertu — Uow- 

mittal—Rule  907. 

Metropolitan  Tx)an,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Mara,  8  P.  R.  at  p.  360, 
followed. 

Motion  b^;  plaintiff  to  commit  defendant  Alson  Robins 
under  Rule  907. 

Charles  Millar,  for  plaintiff. 

J.  A.  Keys,  St.  Catharines,  for  defendant  Alson  Robins. 
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HoBERTSON,  J. — The  defendant  owned  lands  in  Buffalo 
and  Tonawanda,  U.  S.  A.  On  the  morning  after  the 
entry  of  judgment  in  this  action,  the  defendant  sent  his 
mother  to  Buffalo  and  Tonawrnda,  and  she  sold  both  of 
properties,  and  advised  him  by  telegraph.  He  says  that 
the  Tonawanda  property,  for  which,  in  1898,  he  gave  $600, 
is  in  litigation,  and  he  was  anxious  to  get  rid  of  it,  so 
he  sold  it  for  a  safe  valued  at  $100,  which  he  left  in  the 
purchaser's  possesion,  who  still  owes  him  $400  for  balance  oi 
purchase  money.  When  asked  if  the  safe  was  worth  more 
than  $5  or  $10,  he  replied,  "  I  took  the  man's  word  for  it/' 
The  property  in  Buffalo  was  sold  for  $1,600,  and  he  saysj, 
"after  paying  the  necessary  expenses  and  interest  I  got  $75 
out  of  it/'  He  states  that  the  only  means  he  has  of  payiag 
the  judgment  is  the  lease  and  license  of  a  saloon  in  St  Cath- 
arines, Ontario;  and  that  he  sold  his  other  properi:ies  for 
the  purpose  of  defecting  this  judgment.  Pending  an 
adjournment  with  a  view  to  settlement,  the  goods  in  the 
saloon  and  premises  were  sold  for  $700  under  the  execution 
issued  by  plaintiff,  but  defendant's  wife  established  a  claim 
before  the  County  Judge  of  Lincoln,  under  the  Creditors' 
Relief  Act,  for  $1,000,  and  plaintiff  has  received  only  $91 
on  his  claim  for  $1^35^9.  It  was  objected  that  property 
in  the  U.  S.  A.  is  not  exigible  under  execution  here,  because 
out  of  the  jurisdiction.  I  do  not  think  there  is  anything 
in  the  objection.  It  is  clear  defendant  endeavoured  to 
make  away  with  those  properties,  to  defeat  or  defraud  the 
plaintiff,  and  being  a  resident  of  this  Province,  whatever 
he  got  for  them  he  brought  here,  except  the  safe,  which  he 
never  took  into  his  possession.  I  am  satisfied  that  these 
properties  have*  not  been  rightly  or  legally  dealt  with  by 
him,  and  he  has  not  accounted  for  the  proceeds,  if  he  ever 
received  anything,  in  a  business-like  way  ...  I  have 
no  doubt  that  he  has  concealed  or  made  away  with  his  prop- 
erty in  order  to  defraud  the  plaintiff.  If  I  make  the  order 
asked  for,  it  would  amount  to  a  sentence  for  a  criminal 
offence:  Hobbs  v.  Scott,  23  U.  C.  R.  per  Draper,  C.J.,  at  p. 
622;  and  defendant  cannot  be  relieved  from  it  for  12 
months:  Jones  v.  Macdonald,  15  P.  R.  345.  I  am  unwillin*^ 
therefore  to  make  the  order  without  giving  defendant  a 
further  opportunity  to  see  if  some  arrangement  cannot  be 
made  between  the  parties:  Metropolitan  Loan  and  Savint^s 
Co.  V.  Mara,  8  P.  R.  per  Wilson,  C.J.,  at  p.  360.  I  shall 
therefore  allow  a  fortnight  for  further  negotiation,  but  I 
hope  I  shall  not  be  required  to  make  an  order. 
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Britton,  J.  February  1st,  19U2. 

TRIAL. 

PATTERSON  V.  TURNER. 

Cinnpantt^Affreement  to  Subscribe  for  Stock — Delay  in  Carrying  cut 
Objects  of  Company — Repudiation  of  Agreement — Judgment  in 
Undefended  Action  against  Company  by  Subscriber — Effect  of — 
R,  S,  O.  1887  ch.  151,  sec.  J^R.  S.  O,  ch,  191,  sec.  9. 

Action  by  plaintiffs,  suing  on  behalf  of  themselves  and 
all  other  subscribers  to  an  agreement  to  take  stock  in  the 
Hotel  Brant  Co.,  to  recover  fromj  defendant  Turner  $630, 
the  amount  of  ihe  par  value  of  twelve  shares  which  he 
agreed  to  take. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  G.  H.  Levy,  Hamilton,  for 
plaintiffs. 

G.  Lynch-Staimton,  K.C.,  for  defendant  Turner. 

S.  F.  Washington,  K.C.,  for  defendant  company. 

Britton,  J. — On  28th  January,  1899,  Turner  signed  the 
stock  book  of  the  proposed  company,  containing  an  agree- 
ment to  take  the  number  of  shares  set  opposite  the  names 
of  subscribers,  and  a  covenant  by  the  stlbscribers  with  each 
other  to  pay  the  amounts,  when  called  ia  by  the  directors  of 
the  company,  and  to  abide  by  the  by-laws,  etc.,  and,  further 
these  words,  "no  subscription  to  be  binding  until  $40,000  has 
been  subscribed  hereon."  The  stock  book  also  contained  a 
prospectus  stating  the  object  of  the  company  to  be  the  acquir- 
ing of  the  Brant  House  property  at  Burlington,  and  the  erec- 
tion of  a  summer  hotel,  at  once,  so  as  to  be  ready  for  the  sum- 
mer season  of  1899.  The  first  subscription  was  made  on  17th 
November,  1898.  The  defendant  signed  on*  28th  January,. 
1899,  and  others  subscribed,  in  all,  to  the  amount  of  $28,700 
up  to  29th  March,  1899.  Nothing  further  was  done  until 
October,  1899,  when  the  plaintiff  became  interested,  and  on 
the  24th  of  that  month  signed  the  agreement  in  the  stock 
book,  and  others  subsequently  signed,  until  the  amount 
subscribed  became  $40,150.  Letters  patent  issued  on  24th 
November,  1899,  fixing  the  capital  stock  at  $50,000.  The 
hotel  was  completed  about  the  Ist  July,  1900.  In  aa  unde- 
fended action  the  defendant  obtained  a  judgment  against 
the  company  declaring  that  he  never  was  a  shareholder. 
There  is  an  important  difference  in  the  wording  of  R.  S.  O. 
1897  ch.  191,  sec.  9,  and  the  earlier  Act,  R.  S.  0.  1887  ch. 
157,  sec.  4,  as  to  who  become  shareholders.  If  the  agree- 
ment to  subscribe,  signed  by  defendant,  was  produced  and 
accepted  by  the  Governor-in  council  as  an  agreenvent  "in  its 
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essential  features,"  complying  with  the  former  Act,  1897, 
then  by  sec.  9,  the  persons  named  in  the  agreement  were 
constituted  the  body  corporate,  and  if  this  had  been  shewn, 
the  result  of  the  action  might  have  been  different.  I  ^ink 
that  the  judgment  does  not,  in  itself,  afford  any  defence  in 
this  action.  But  this  action  is  not  against  defendant  as  a 
shareholder.  It  is  simply  an  action  upon  his  agreement, 
to  compel  him  to  accept  the  shares,'  and  pay  for  them :  see 
Bidwelly  Canal  Co.  y.  Baby,  2  Price  93.  The  difficulty, 
however,  fatal  to  the  plaintiffs^  recovery  here  is,  that  they 
did  not  subscribe  within  a  reasonable  time  after  defendant 
and  others  had  become  parties  to  the  agreement.  Without 
fixing  a  day  limit,  I  think  that  in  order  to  make  the  agree- 
ment operative  and  binding  upon  any  one  to  the  others,  the 
whole  undertaking  should  have  been  proceeded  with  within 
a  reasonable  time  from  its  inception.  Upon  the  facts  before 
mentioned,  this  was  not  done,  and  I  am  not  able  to  find  that 
at  any  time  after  1st  October,  1899,  defendant  Turner  agreed 
to  be  bound  by  his  subscription,  or  approved  and  agreed  to 
proceeding  with  the  work,  as  it  was  afterwards  done,  nor 
that  plaintiffs  signed  the  agreement  in  the  stock  book,  rely- 
ing on  defendant  Turner's  approval  and  consent.  It  can 
hardly  be  said  in  face  of  defendant's  letter  of  13th  Decem- 
ber 1899,  that  he  stood  by  and  allowed  plaintiffs  to  suppose 
that  he  consented.     Action  dismissed  with  costs. 

Washington  &  Beasley,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  plaintiffs 
and  defendant  company. 

J.  J.  Scott,  Hamilton,  solicitor  for  defendant  Turner. 


Britton,  J.  February  1st,  190:i. 

TRIAL. 

ROBINSON  v.  McLEOD. 

Trade  Mark — Infringement — Trade  Union — User  hy  Non-members — 

Right  of. 

Action  by  plaintiff  as  organizer  and  general  secretary  of 
the  Journeymen  Tailors^  Union  of  America,  on  behalf  of 
himself  and  all  other  members  of  the  union,  to  restrain 
defendant,  his  workmen  and  agents,  from  using  or  offering 
for  sale  any  clothing,  having  attached  or  fastened  upon  it, 
any  label  or  mark,  being  an  imitation,  counterfeit,  or  copy, 
or  fraudulent  or  colourable  imitation  of  the  specific  trade 
mark,  registered,  alleged  to  be  the  property  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  other  members  of  this  union,  and  from  in  any  way 
infringing  his  trade  mark,  and  for  damages. 
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H.  Carscallen,  K.C.,  and  D'Arcy  Tate,  Hamilton,  for 
plaintiff. 

H.  H.  Bicknell,  Hamilton,  for  defendant. 

Britton,  J. — The  trade  mark  was  registered  in  October, 
1897,  to  be  applied  to  the  sale  of  clothing.  The  union  is  a 
voluntary  unincorporated  association  of  practical  tailors, 
and  was  formed,  and  is  continued,  for  promoting,  among 
other  things,  the  mental  and  physical  welfare  of  its  mem- 
bers, to  aid  in  maintaining  a  high  standard  of  workmanship, 
and  to  assist  its  members  to  obtain  fair  wages,  etc.  The 
defendant  is  not  a  member.  The  trade  mark  has  been  used 
since  1883,  and  has  on  it  that  date.  It  is  admitted  that  the 
owners  of  the  trade  mark  have  no  proprietary  interest  in 
the  goods  or  garments  to  which  the  label  or  mark  is  to  be 
attached.  In  the  view  I  take  of  the  case,  I  am  obliged  to 
give  my  decision  upon  the  facts  proved  or  assumed  to  be 
proved,  and  I  purix)8cly  refrain  from  discussing  whether 
there  is  any  right  to  a  trade  mark  independent  of  and  dis- 
connected from  a  business,  and  whether  the  specific  trade 
mark  is  within  the  Dominion  Trade  Mark  and  Design  Act, 
so  as  to  entitle  plaintiff  to  any  protection  against  persons 
who  may  choose  to  use  a  similar  mark.  .  .  .  One  of  the 
labels  or  marks  used  by  defendant  was  once  used  by  a  union 
not  now  existing,  and  fonnorly  in  the  city  of  St.  Thomas. 
There  is  no  evidence  of  calling  in  their  labels,  but  at  all 
events  their  label  is  not  an  imitation,  much  less  a  false  and 
fraudulent  imitation,  of  plaintiff's  label.  .  .  .  The  other 
labels  plaintiff  had  are  genuine.  The  plaintiff  issues 
labels  to  tailors  in  good  standing  in  the  union,  and  that 
give  these  men  a  right  to  use  the  labels.  They  are  for  tho 
protection  of  union  men,  and  if  the  men  use  the  labels 
improperly,  and  against  the  interests  of  the  union,  that  is 
a  matter  for  the  union  to  consider  in  dealing  with  its  mem- 
bers, but  an  employer,  who  is  not  a  member,  cannot  be 
restrained  from  dealing  with  union  men,  or  from  putting  a 
genuine  label  upon  union  work. 

The  objects  of  the  union  are  laudable,  and  so  long  as  the 
attainment  of  these  objects  is  sought  in  a  proper  way,  and 
without  infringing  upon  any  other  person's  rights,  there  can 
be  no  complaint.  Quinn  v.  Leathem,  [1901]  A.  C.  495,  is 
instructive  as  shewing  that  labour  unions  may  go  too  far  in 
attempting  to  interfere  with  persons  who  are  not  members. 
If  defendant  did,  fraudulently  and  deceitfully  and  with 
intent  to  injure  the  workmen,  or  any  of  them,  represented 
by  plaintiff,  sell  to  defendant's  customers  an  inferior  article. 
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as  to  material  and  workmanship^  and  if,  to  accomplish  this> 
he  improperly  made  use  of  a  genuine  label,  I  would  hold 
him  answerable,  but  nothing  of  the  kind  was  proved,  nor 
can  be  inferred  from  the  evidence:  see  Clark  Thread  Co. 
V.  Armitage,  67  Fed.  E.  896.  I  find  that  the  allegations 
of  plaintiff  are  not  sustained  by  the  evidence;  that  there 
was  once  a  Journeymen  Tailors^  Union  of  Canada,  which 
had  a  label,  although  not  registered  as  a  trade  mark;  and 
that  there  is  no  evidence  that  defendant  had  knowledge  that 
the  local  union  at  St.  Thomas  had  ceased  to  exist,  if,  in  fact, 
it  did  cease.     Action  dismissed  with  costs. 

Carscallen  &  Cahill,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

H.  H.  Bicknell,  Hamilton,  solicitor  for  defendant. 


/  February  1st,  1902. 

divisional  court. 
RE  YOCOM,  HONSIXGER  v.  HOPKINS. 

Administratifin  —  Insolvent  Estate — Creditors — Conduct  of  Proceed- 
ings— Discretion  of  Court,  etc, — Rule  954. 

Re  Squire,  21  Ch.  D.  647,  referred  to. 

Where  a  creditor  had  been  appointed  administrator  of  an 
insolvent  estate,  and  had  realized  $1,0 i5  for  the  personalty; 
and  it  was  she^Ti  that  the  real  estate  was  not  worth  the 
amount  of  the  mortgages  against  it,  and  that  the  claims 
sent  by  creditors  amounted  to  $3,450,  of  which  $1,915.45 
was  claimed  by  a  surety  for  the  mortgage  debt,  as  the  amount 
of  his  probable  loss,  Lount,  J.,  in  the  exercise  of  his  discre- 
tion, under  Rule  954,  refused  an  administration  order, 
because  a  sale  of  the  mortgaged  land  was  pending,  and  the 
result  would  so  largely  diminish  the  difficulty  of  winding  up 
the  estate. 

On  appeal. 

W.  J.  Treemeear,  for  the  plaintiff. 

F.  E.  Hodgins,  for  defendant. 

A  Divisional  Court  (Palconbridge,  C.J.,  Street,  J., 
Britton,  J.) 

Held,  that,  as  the  plaintiff  and  the  surety  were  entitled 
to  litigate;  as  administration  would  settle  these  and  all 
other  questions  at  loss  expense:  and  as  the  mortage  sale 
had  in  the  meantime  proved  abortive,  and  thus  not 
decreased  the  difficulty  of  winding  up  the  estate:  that  an 
administration  order  should  be  made,  but  without  costs  of 
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appeal^  except  that  both  parties  might  include  their  dis- 
bursements^ as  part  of  their  disbursements  in  the  administra- 
tion proceedings. 

The  conduct  of  the  reference  was  given  to  the  adminis- 
trator, because  he  was  chosen  by  the  creditors,  and  the 
plaintiff's  claim  was  only  $102.40,  referring  to  Re  Swire, 
21  Ch.  D.  647. 

J.  A.  Robinson,  St.  Thomas,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

J.  C.  Eccles,  Dunnville,  solicitor  for  defendant. 


OsLER,  J. A.  January  29th,  1902. 

COURT  OF  APPEAL — CHAMBERS. 

RE  NORTH  WATERLOO  ELECTION. 

Controverted  Election — Deposit — Rival  ClaimanU— Disputed  Facts — 
Issue  must  6c  Directed— Pr€tctice—R,  8.  O.  ch,  11, 

Application  by  the  solicitors  for  the  petitioner,  under 
Rule  15  of  the  Rules  of  practice  and  procedure,  etc.,  made 
pursuant  to  R.  S.  0.  1897  ch.  11,  for  payment  to  them  of 
the  fund  of  $1,000  deposited  under  sec.  14.  The  fund  was 
aiso  claimed  by  the  subscribers  of  it.         i 

W.  B.  Middleton,  for  solicitors. 

W.  M.  Reade,  Waterloo,  for  subscribers. 

OsLER,  J.A. — I  cannot  dispose  of  this  matter  otherwise 
than  by  directing  the  trial  of  an  issue  between  the  rival 
claimants,  as  the  facts  are  disputed.  The  trial  will  be  at 
Berlin,  before  a  Judge  without  a  jury,  or  elsewhere  as  I  may 
order  after  hearing  the  parties.     Costs  reserved. 


THE 
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January  30th,  1902. 

divisional  court. 

RE  EMPLOYERS'  LIABILITY  ASSURANCE  CORPORA- 
TION AND  EXCELSIOR  LIFE  INSURANCE  CO. 

Arbitratiwi  and  Award — Submission  to  Two  Arbitrators — i:iummar*j 
Proceedinff — Discretion  of  Court  or  Judge — Fractice — K,  S.  O, 
1897  ch.  62,  sec.  8. 

An  agreement,  that  a  sum  is  to  be  "  ascertained  by  the 
arbitration  of  two  disinterested  persons,  one  to  be  chosen 
by  each  party  to  the  agreement,  and  if  the  arbitrators  are 
unable  to  agi'ee  they  shall  choose  a  third,  and  the  award 
of  the  majority  shall  be  sufficient,"  is  within  R.  S.  0.  1897 
ch.  62,  sec.  8,  and  if  one  party  fails  to  appoint  after  notice, 
then  the  other  may  appoint  his  arbitrator  to  act  as  sole 
arbitrator. 

Semble: — The  Court  or  a  Judge  may,  in  the  exercise  of 
discretion,  decide  such  a  question  in  a  summary  proceeding. 

Appeal  by  the  corporation  from  order  of  Street,  J.,  in 
Chambers  (2  0.  L.  R.  301),  dismissing  their  application  for 
an  order  setting  aside  the  appointment  by  the  insurance 
company  of  a  sole  arbitrator.  A  guarantee  policy  of  insur- 
ance made  by  the  .corporation  in  favour  of  the  company 
contained  a  provision  that,  if  any  difference  should  arise 
in  the  adjustment  of  a  loss,  an  award  should  be  made  by  two 
disinterested  persons,  one  to  be  chosen  by  each  party,  and 
on  their  disagreement  the  two  should  choose  a  third,  the 
award  of  the  majority  to  be  sufficient.  Differences  having 
arisen,  the  company  appointed  their  arbitrator,  and  gave 
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notice  thereof  to  the  corporation,  but  they  refused  to  appoint 
one.  The  company,  therefore,  acting  under  R.  S.  0. 1897  ch. 
62,  sec.  8,  appointed  their  arbitrator  sole  arbitrator.  By  sec. 
8,  where  a  submission  provides  that  the  reference  shall  be  to 
two  arbitrators,  one  to  be  appointed  by  each  party,  then, 
unless  the  submission  expresses  a  contrary  intention,  if 
either  party  fails  after  notice  from  the  other  to  appoint  his 
arbitrator  the  other  may  appoint  a  sole  arbitrator.  Street, 
J.,  held  that  the  submission  was  within  the  terms  of  tbo 
section,  and  that  the  insurance  company  were  entitled  to 
appoint  their  arbitrator  as  sole  arbitrator. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  appellants. 

R.  McKay,  for  respondents. 

Judgment  was  delivered  on  January  30th,  1902. 

Meredith,  C.J. — The  case  is  reported  in  2  0.  L.  R.  301, 
and  the  facts  are  sufficiently  set  forth  there.  The  question 
for  decision  is  whether  the  submission  is  one  providing  for 
a  reference  "to  two  arbitrators,  one  to  be  appointed  by  each 
party,"  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  8  of  the  Arbitration  Act, 
R.  S.  0.  1897  ch.  62.  The  submission  provides  .  .  .  for 
"  arbitration  of  two  disinterested  persons,  one  to  be  chosen 
by  each  party,  and  if  the  arbitrators  are  unable  to  agree, 
they  shall  choose  a  third,  and  the  award  of  the  majority 
shall  be  sufficient."  .  .  .  The  appellants  relied  on  Gumm 
V.  Hallett,  L.  R.  14  Eq.  555,  deciding  a  question  under 
sec.  13  of  the  C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854,  the  same  practically  a> 
src.  8;  Re  Smith  and  Service  and  Xelson  &  Sons,  25  Q.  B. 
D.  545;  Manchester  Ship  Canal  Co.  v.  Pearson,  [1900]  2  Q. 
B.  606;  and  Re  Sturgeon  Falls  E.  L.  &  P.  Co.  and  Town  of 
Sturgeon  Falls,  21  C.  L.  T.  Occ.  N.  595:  afi  conclusive 
against  the  right  of  the  respondent  to  appoint  a  sole  arbitra- 
tor under  the  provisions  of  sec.  8.  .  .  .  We  should  have 
preferred  not  to  decide  this  important  question  on  a  sum- 
mary application,  but,  as  appellants  insist,  we  decide  it  with- 
out conceding  that  the  matter  is  one,  as  to  which  the  Court 
or  a  Judge  may  not  exercise  a  discretion  as  to  granting  or 
refusing  the  application.  ...  In  the  English  cases, 
snpra,  the  reference  was  in  terms  to  three  arbitrators,  one  to 
be  appointed  by  each  party,  and  the  third  by  the  two 
appointed,  though  a  majority  award  was  to  be  sufficient. 
Tfnder  such  a  submission,  it  is  probably  necessary  that  the 
tliird  arbitrator  be  appointed  before  the  reference  begins: 
Peterson  v.  Ayre,  14  C.  B.  665 :  while  here  the  reference  i&  to 
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two  arbitrators,  and  the  intervention  of  a  third  is  to  take 
place  if  the  two  cannot  agree,  and  then  the  reference  is  to 
be  to  three,  and  the  majority  award  sufficient. 

Why  then  should  not  the  submission  be  held  to  come 
within  sec.  8  ?  If,  as  must  be  and  was  conceded  in  Re  Smith, 
supra,  a  reference  to  two  arbitrators,  one  to  be  appointed 
by  each  party,  is  within  sec.  8,  although  the  submission 
further  provides  that  the  two  arbitrators  may  appoint  an 
umpire,  and  that  in  certain  events  the  umpire  may  mako 
the  award  in  lieu  of  the  arbitrators — and  such  a  provision 
is,  since  the  Act,  to  be  deemed  included  in  a  submission, 
unless  a  contrary  intention  is  expressed  in  it — I  am  unable 
to  understand  why  a  submission  to  two  arbitrators,  one  to 
be  appointed  by  each  party,  with  a  provision  that  if  the  two 
are  unable  to  agree,  they  are  to  choose  a  third,  and  the  award 
of  the  majority  is  to  be  sufficient,  is  not  also  within  sec.  t>. 
In  Bates  v.  Cook,  9  B.  &  C.  407,  the  question  arose  on  the 
appointment  of  an  umpire^  not  a  third  arbitrator,  .  .  and 
I  ami  unable  to  find  a  case  in  which  such  question  has  arisen 
as  to  the  appointment  of  a  third  arbitrator. 

jMacMahon,  X — I  entirely  concur  with  the  judgment 
in  the  Sturgeon  Palls  case.  There,  the  reference  was  in 
case  of  dispute  to  be  "by  each  party  choosing  an  arbitrator, 
and  they  two  a  third,  in  case  of  dispute;  the  majority  award 
to  be  binding.*^  Here  the  third  arbitrator  is  to  be  appointed 
if  the  two  are  "unable  to  agree.'*  A  distinction  therefore 
cannot  be  drawn  between  the  two  cases.  See  Redman's  Law 
of  Awards,  3rd  ed.,  at  p.  2,  as  to  the  effect  of  sec.  6  of  the 
English  Act,  the  equivalent  of  sec.  8  of  our  Act. 

Where  a  submission  makes  provision  for  the  appointment 
of  a  third  arbitrator,  although'  he  is  not  to  be  chosen  unless 
the  two  appointed  hj  the  parties  are  unable  to  agree,  it 
thereby  provides  for  a  contingency  which  may  happen,  viz., 
a  reference  to  three  arbitrators.  I  therefore  think  the 
submission  is  not  within  the  Act. 

TjOUNT,  J.,  agreed  with  Meredith,  C.J. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Barwick,  Aylesworth,  Wright,  &  Moss,  Toronto,  solicitors 
for  appellants. 

Beatty,  Blackstock,  Nesbitt,  Fasken,  &  Riddell,  Toronto, 
w>licitor8  for  respondents. 


January  30th,  190-2. 

divisional  court. 

MINNS  V.  VILLAGE  OF  OMEMEE. 

Divisional  Court — Two  Judges — Adjournment  of  Appeal  to  be  Heard 
before  a  Court  composed  of  Three  Judges,  on  Request  of  a  Farty. 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  judgment  of  Boyd,  C,  (21  C. 
L.  T.  Occ.  N.  561)  dismissing  the  action. 

George  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  and  T.  Stewart,  Lindsay,  for 
plaintiffs. 

F.  D.  Moore,  Lindsay,  for  defendants. 

The  plaintiffs  relied  upon  the  judgment  of  a  Divisional 
Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  MacMahon,  J.,  Lount,  J.),  in 
Homewood  v.  City  of  Hamilton,  1  0.  L.  E.'266,  which  Boyd, 
C,  distinguished.  The  Court,  as  at  present  constituted 
(Meredith,  C.J.,  LouNt,  J.),  now  expressed  the  opinion 
that  the  case  should  not  proceed  before  two  Judges,  and  the 
defendants'  counsel  expressing  a  desire  to  have  three  Judges 
sitting  instead  of  two,  the  case  was  ordered  to  stand  over. 


February  5th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

WEBB  V.  OTTAWA  CAR  CO. 

Contraa  —  y  ovation  —  Consideration  —  Collateral     Promise  —  Oral 

Evidence  to  Altei'  Writing — Costs. 

Goss  V.  Lord  Nugent,  5  B.  &  Ad.  58,  applied. 

Action  to  recover  the  price  of  some  brickwork  done  by 
pjaintiff  in  setting  two  tubular  boilers  at  the  defendants* 
works  in  Ottawa.  The  defendants  alleged  that  the  work 
had  been  done  for  one  Campbell,  whom  they  brought  in  as 
a  third  party.  At  the  trial  Lount,  J.,  gave  judgment  for 
plaintiff  against  defendants  for  $574.78,  and  also  dismissed 
defendants'  claim  over  against  Campbell.  The  defendants 
appealed. 

W.  H.  Blake,  for  defendants. 

J:  p].  Burritt,  Ottawa,  for  plaintiff. 

J.  Bishop,  Ottawa,  for  third  party. 

The  judgment  of  the  Divisional  Court  (Falconbridge, 
C.J.,  Street,  J.),  was  delivered  by  Street,  J.: —  .  .  . 
Campbell  had  supplied  boilers  to  defendants  under  cir- 
cumstances   which   m^de    him    practically   guarantee    that 
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the  boilers  would  give  satisfaction.  .  .  .  The  defend- 
iiiits  notified  CampbeU  that  the  boilers  did  not  give 
satisfaction  ...  he  proceeded  to  put  in  two  new 
boilers,  and  the  plaintiff  did  the  brickwork,  for  which  he 
claims  in  this  action  ...  he  was  directed  to  do  the 
work  by  one  Wylie,  defendants'  manager,  under  whose  direc- 
tions the  plans  were  prepared,  and  who  told  plaintiff  to 
keep  the  brick  account  separate  from  that  of  the  work  he 
was  doing  for  the  company,  because  Campbell  had  to  pay 
for  the  former.  ThjB  plaintiff  says  he  understood  Wylie  to 
refer  to  the  arrangement  between  Campbell  .^nd  the  defend- 
-ants,  and  always  believed  that  defendants,  and  not  Camp- 
bell, were  responsible  to  him  for  his  work.  After  the  work 
was  finished  an  agreement  was  come  to,  on  the  17th  Novem- 
ber, 1900,  between  Campbell  and  defendants  in  the  follow- 
ing terms: — "I  agree  to  accept  from  the  Ottawa  Car 
Co.  ...  $962.84  ...  for  two  boilers  .  .  . 
and  I  agree  to  make  settlement  with  F.  H.  Webb,  contractor 
for  brickwork.  The  taking  out  of  the  boilers  is  included 
in  this  settlement.  It  is  optional  with  the  company  to  in- 
demnify me  for  part  of  this  outlay,  should  they  so  decide 
after  taking  this,  matter  into  their  consideration.  W.  J. 
Campbell.''  The '  defendants  then  paid  Campbell  $962.84. 
At  the  time  this  agreement  was  signed,  W^ylie  promised 
to  use  his  influence  with  the  directors  to  get  defendants  to 
recoup  .Campbell  his  loss  in  the  matter,  but  he  was  in- 
formed and  fully  understood  that  this  created  no  obliga- 
tion on  their  part.  On  23rd  February,  1901,  plaintiff 
^gned  a  letter  prepared  by  Wylie,  stating  that  he,  plaintiff, 
had  been  told  from  the  first  that  he  must  look  to  Campbell 
for  his  money,  and  that  before  the  company  settled  with 
their  contractor,  he  had  agreed  to  look  to  him  for  pay- 
ment. Plaintiff  said  that  he  signed  this  letter,  knowing 
that  the  statements  in  it  were  not  strictly  correct,  upon 
Wylie  assuring  him  that  if  he  would  sign  it  Campbell  would 
pay  him  at  once.  .  .  .  Campbell  refused  to  pay,  and 
this  action  was  commenced.  I  think  the  trial  Judge  was 
righl  in  holding  that  defendants  had  always  been  and  re- 
mained still  liable  to  plaintiff.  In  the  absence  of  the  letter 
there  is  no  doubt  of  defendants''  liability.  The  letter,  if 
true,  disentitled  the  plaintiff  to  recover,  but  it  is  difficult 
to  believe  it  to  be  so,  and  the  trial  Judge  has  accepted 
plaintiff's  version  of  it.  .  .  .  Wylie  has,  however,  fallen 
short  of  effecting  a  novation  of  the  contract;  he  has  made 
Campbell  promise  defendants  that  he  will  pay  plaintiff,  and 
he  has  got  the  plaintiff  to  say  that  he  will  look  to  Campbell, 
but  has  not  created  any  contract  between  Campbell  and 
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the  plaintiff,  and  tliereiore  the  plaintiff's  original  clain^ 
against  defendants  remains  in  force.  ...  I  am  unable 
however  to  agree  with  that  part  of  the  judgment  which  dis- 
charges Campbell.  The  agreement  of  17th  November,  1900^ 
is  perfectly  explicit,  and  the  consideration  which  supports 
it  is  the  receipt  of  the  $962.84  upon  the  express  promise 
on  his  part  to  pay  amount  of  Webbs'  account  for  the  brick- 
wort  in  question,  and  which,  under  his  original  agreement 
with  defendants,  he  was  bound  to  pay  .  .  .  Wylie's  promise 
to  use  his  influence  with  the  directors  was  purely  a  private 
matter  between  him  and  Campbell,  and  is  not  a  promise 
upon  whicli  defendants  are  liable,  and  is,  moreover,  vague 
in  its  character,  and  does  not  excuse  Campbell  from  lia- 
bility. This  is  one  of  the  cases  in  which  the  rule  of  evi- 
dence against  allowing  a  party  to  a  written  document  to 
give  evidence  of  a  conversation  happening  just  before  ita 
execution,  with  the  object  of  contradicting  its  terms,  must 
be  applied:  Goss  v.  Lord  Nugent,  5  B.  &  Ad.  58;  Taylor 
on  Evidence,  sec.  1132.  The  rights  which  very  possibly 
Campbell  might  have  made  good  against  the  company,  he 
chose  with  his  eyes  open  and  for  good  consideration  to 
abandon,  and  to  rely  on  its  mere  good-will.  There  is  no 
ground  in  law  or  in  equity  upon  which  he  should  be  allowed 
to  withdriiw  from  his  contract,  and  the  judgment  should 
therefore  be  varied  by  directing  Campbell  to  pay  to  defend- 
ants the  sum  found  due  by  defendants  to  plaintiff,  together 
with  the  costs  incurred  by  the  defendants  in  bringing  Camp- 
bell in  as  a  party,  and  of  the  trial  of  their  claim  against 
him  as  a  third  party.  The  defendants  are  not  to  recover 
from  Campbell  the  costs  taxed  against  them  by  plaintiff,, 
because  they  have  failed  in  their  contention  that  they  were 
not  liable  to  him,  upon  which  contention  these  costs  were 
principally  incurred.  The  defend  ants  "lare  to  pay  to  plain- 
tiff his  costs  of  appeal,  which  is  dismissed  as  far  as  he  is 
concerned.  They  are  to  recover  against  Campbell  their 
costs  of  appeal,  having  succeeded  against  him. 

Code  &  Burritt,  Ottawa,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

McLaurin  &  Millar,  Ottawa,  solicitors  for  defendants. 

Bishop  &  Smith,  Ottawa,  solicitors  for  third  party. 

Moss,  J. A.  FiiinujARv  7th,  1902. 

CIIAMBERS- 

RE  MAEGABET  EVANS. 

Will— Construdionr—Legacu— Not  Ahftolute  Gift  nor  yet  Life  Interest 

— Discretion  of  Executors, 

Ee  Sanderson's  Trust,  3  K.  &  J.  at  p.  507,  applied. 
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Application  under  Imperial  Act  10  &  11  Vict.  ch.  96, 
R.  S.  0.  1897  ch.  51,  and  Rules  938  and  1103,  by  execu- 
tors and  trustees  under  the  will  of  Margaret  Evans,  de- 
ceased, for  a  direction  as  to  the  proper  disposition  of 
a  fund  of  $300  mentioned  in  the  will. 

The  clause  in  the  will  disposing  of  the  fund  is  as  fol- 
lows:— 

"  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  sons  Grier  Evans  and  Wil- 
liam James  Evans  the  sum  of  $300  each,  but  I  direct  my 
said  executors  to  invest  the  same  on  good  security  during 
the  lifetime  of  my  said  sons  or  the  survivor  of  them,  and 
to  pay  to  each  of  them  the  one-half  of  the  interest  aris- 
ing from  such  investment,  and  in  case  of  sickness  of  my 
said  sons  or  either  of  them,  I  desire  my  said  executors 
to  advance  such  portion  as  they  may  think  necessary  of 
the  principal  money  to  support  my  said  sons,  or  such  of 
them  as  mav  be  sick,  and  in  case  of  the  death  of  one  of 
my  said  sons*  his  legacy,  after  paying  his  funeral  and  other 
necessary  expenses,  to  be  divided  equally  amongst  my  sur- 
viving children,  with  the  exception  of  my  surviving  son\> 
share,  which  I  direct  my  executors  to  invest  and  pay  the 
interest  yearly  during  his  lifetime.'' 

Grier  Evans  died,  intestate,  on  June  23rd,  1901,  leaving 
surviving  two  sisters  and  one  brother,  all  over  21  years 
of  age.  Action  was  brought  on  November  11th,  1901,  and 
is  pending  in  the  County  Court  of  Grey,  by  one  Alexander 
Wright  against  the  applicants,  in  respect  of  a  claim  of  $200 
for  board  and  .lodging  furnished  to  Grier  Evans  in  his 
lifetime,  and  the  plaintiff  in  that  action  asked  for  a  declar- 
ation that  the  sum  of  $300  in  the  executors'  hands  is  liable 
for  the  payment  of  his  claim.  Grier  Evans  was  indebted 
to  other  persons.  The  executors  asked  for  construction  of 
the  will,  an  order  staying  proceedings  in  the  County  Court 
action,  and  other  relief. 

J.  Bicknell,  for  executors. 

B.  IT.  Mcpherson,  for  brothers  and  sisters  of  Grier 
Evans,  deceased. 

H.  G.  Tucker,  Owen  Sound,  for  Alexander  Wright. 

Moss,  J.A. — The  testatrix  did  not  very  clearly  express 
her  intentions  with  regard  to  the  exact  nature  of  the  inter- 
est to  be  taken  bv  her  two  sons  Grier  Evans  and  William 
James  Evans  in  the  moneys  bequeathed  to  them,  and  it 
is  somewhat  difficult  to  get  at  her  precise  meaning.  Mr. 
Tucker  conceded,  and  I  think  rightly,  that  it  is  not  a  case 
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of  an  absolute  gift  of  the  corpus.  But  he  argued,  and  1 
think  rightly,  that  it  is  more  than  a  gift  of  a  life  intererft 
in  the  income.  The  direction  to  the  executors,  that,  in  case 
of  sickness  of  the  sons  or  either  of  them,  they  are  to  ad- 
vance out  of  the  principal  such  portion  as  they  may  think 
necessary  for  the  support  of  the  one  who  is  sick,  gives  an 
interest  in  the  corpus  It  creates  a  trust  to  be  exercised 
by  the  executors  in  case  of  sickness,  and  they  have  no 
discretion  to  decline  to  exercise  it,  if  called  upon  to  do  so. 

They  are  at  liberty  to  use  their  discretion  in  deter- 
mining the  amount  necessar}^  to  be  applied  for  the  sup- 
port of  the  sick  one,  and  in  that  respect  they  would  not  in 
ordinary  circumstances  be  controlled  by  the  Court. 

1  think  the  effect  of  these  directions  of  the  will  is  that, 
upon  a  son  falling  sick,  a  right  to  some  portion  of  the  prin- 
cipal of  his  legacy  vest*  in  him,  the  amount  being  that 
which  the  executors  may  in  their  discretion  think  necessary 
for  his  support  during  his  sickness,  and  that  in  the  event 
of  his  death  before  receiving  that  amount,  his  estate  is  en- 
titled to  receive  it  from  the  executors. 

It  appears  to  be  the  case  that  the  executors  had  no 
knowledge  of  Grier  Evans's  sickness*,  and  were  not  called 
upon  to  exercise  their  discretion  as  to  the  amount  to  be 
advanced,  but  if  I  am  correct  in  my  reading  of  the  will, 
and  the  fact  of  sickness  is  all  that  is  needed  to  vest  the 
right  to  some  amount,  and  to  give  rise  to  the  duty  of  ad- 
vancing it,  the  circumstance  that  the  beneficiary  died  befon- 
it  was  actually  advanced  or  set  apart  should  not  operate  to 
deprive  his  personal  representative  of  the  right  to  receive 
it.  The  language  of  Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood 
in  In  re  Sanderson's  Trust,  3  K.  &  P.  at  p.  507,  seems 
applicable,  although  the  circumstances  were  not  the  same. 
He  said:  "The  tnisti*es  have  not  the  discretion  of  saying 
'  we  will  withhold  any  part  of  this  income  merely  upon  our 
representation  of  what  we  tliink  discreet.'  If  a  bill  had 
been  filed  in  behalf  of  this  gentleman,  during  his  lifetime, 
to  have  a  sufficient  part  of  the  income  drawn  out  for  the 
purposes  of  his  maintenance,  attendance,  and  comfort,  it 
would  not  have  been  competent  for  the  trustees  to  say, 
'  we  in  our  judgment,  and  in  the  exercise  of  our  discretion, 
do  not  think  that  this  is  requisite,  and  the  matter  is  one 
for  our  discretion  and  not  for  the  judgment  of  the  Court.* 
The  testator  might  have  given  them  such  a  discretion,  re- 
gard being  had  to  the  circumstance  that  his  brother  had 
other  property;  but  that  is  not  the  trust  he  hns  created. 
The  trust  he  has  created  Is  an  absohif  :^  trust  for  his  brother 
to  have  everything  necessars'  for  his  maintenance,  attend- 
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auce,  and  comfort."  And  see  Kilvington  v.  Gray,  10  Sim. 
293. 

Here,  a  ease  of  sickness  being  made,  I  think  the  trust 
which  was  created  for  that  specific  purpose  arose,  and  the 
executors  may  still  exercise  their  judgment  and  discretion 
aa  to  the  amount  necessary  to  be  advanced  to  answer  what 
was  required  for  support  in  the  sickness,  or,  if  they  are  not 
now  disposed  to  exercise  this  power,  the  Court  may  under- 
take it. 

This  does  not  give  the  creditors  of  Grier  Evans  any 
direct  claim  against  the  executors  or  the  fund.  In  strict- 
ness the  claim  should  be  maintained  by  the  personal  repre- 
sentative of  Grier  Evans,  and  unless  the  parties  can.  now 
agree  (all  being  adults)  it  may  be  necessary  to  appoint  a 
personal  representative. 

If  the  executors  are  prepared  to  declare  what  sum  should 
be  advanced,  and  the  other  parties  are  willing  to  dispense 
with  a  personal  representative,  and  to  agree  to  a  proper 
distribution  of  the  sum  amongst  the  claimants  against  Grier 
Evans's  estate,  the  clerk  in  Chambers  may  make  the  neces- 
sary  inquiries  as  to  the  claimants,  and  apportion  the  amount 
payable  to  each,  and  the  executors  may  hold  the  residue 
to  be  dealt  with  as  provided  by  the  will. 

In  that  event  they  and  the  parties  interested  in  the  resi- 
due may  receive  their  costs  out  of  the  fund. 

I  do  not  think  I  can  stay  the  action  brought  by  Alexan- 
der Wright  in  the  County  Court  of  Grey,  but  if  he  chooses 
to  discontinue  it,  and  to  come  in  and  take  the  benefit  ot 
the  order  in  this  proceeding,  he  may  have  his  costs  of  this 
proceeding.  On  the  subject  of  costs  I  observe  that  there 
is  not  only  an  originating  motion,  but  a  petition  by  the 
executors,  which  seems  entirely  unnecessary. 

At  present  I  dispose, of  the  matter  by  declaring  that  the 
executors  hold  the  sum  of  $300  in  question  subject  to  the 
right  of  the  personal  representative  of  Grier  Evans  to  re- 
ceive thereout  such  sum  as  may  be  deemed  necessary  as  an 
advance  for  the  support  of  Grier  Evans  in.  his  sickness,  and, 
subject  thereto  and  to  the  pa^Tnent  of  his  funeral  and  other 
necessarv  expenses,  for  the  persons  named  in  the  will  as 
entitled  in  remainder. 

In  case  of  any  question  arising  on  settling  the  order,  the 
n^ after  may  be  spoken  to  before  me  at  any  time. 

Mark  &  A.  E.  Scanlon,  Bradford,  solicitors  for  executors. 

McPherson,  Clark,  Campbell,  &  Jarvis,  Toronto,  solici- 
tors for  beneficiaries. 

H.  G.  Tucker,  Owen  Sound,  solicitor  for  Alexander 
Wright. 
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LouNT,  J.  February  4th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

HOWARD  V.  QUIGLEY. 

t^ltecific  Ferformanee  —  Lease  —  Possession  —  Verbal  Agreement  for 

Purchase — Acts  referable  to  Agreement. 

Action  to  recover  possession  of  land. 

Counterclaim  for  specific  performance  of  a  verbal  agree- 
ment to  sell  it. 

G.  Delahaye,  Pembroke,  for  plaintiff. 

W.  R.  Riddell,  K.C.,  and  J.  H.  Burritt  (Pembroke), 
for  adult  defendant. 

W.  R.  White,  K.C.,  for  infant  defendant. 

The  facts  appear  in  the  judgment  of 

LouNT,  J.—George  Howard,  seized  in  fee,  died  in  1899, 
having  devised  to  plaintiff  the  land  in  question  for  her  life, 
with  remainder  to  his  son,  the  iniant  defendant  by 
counterclaim.  George  Howard  had,  in  1887,  leased  to  defend- 
ant for  five  years,  75  acres,  which  included  the  50  acres  of 
land  in  question.  By  a  lease  dated  the  21st  March,  1895, 
he  leased  to  defendant  for  three  vears  the  50  acres:  and 
by  indorsement  on  this  lease,  dated  12th  May,  1898,  an 
extension  for  one  year  from  1st  May  was  granted. 

The  defendant  went  into  possession  of  the  75  acres  under 
the  first  lease,  and  remained  in  possession  until  March, 
1890,  when  Howard  took  and  remained  in  possession  of  25 
acres  until  his  death  on  28th  August,  1899. 

The  defendant  claims  the  50  acres  under  an  alleged 
verbal  agreement  for  purchase  made  in  1890  with  Howard. 
The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  for  possession  unless 
defendant  can  shew  that  his  possession  from  and  after 
March,  1890,  was  that  of  a  purchaser,  and  not  that  of  a 
tenant;  that  the  acts  of  part  performance  on  which  he  re- 
lies are  referable  only  to  an  agreement  for  purchase,  and 
are  not  referable  to  any  tenancy;  and  that  such  acts  are 
unquestionably  and  in  their  own  nature  referable  to  the 
alleged  agreement. 

If  the  acts  go  as  far  as  this,  they  are  admissible  as 
evidence  of  the  agreement:  see  Fry  on  Specific  Performance, 
3rd  ed.,  sec.  582 ;  Magee  v.  Kane,  9  0.  R.,  per  Boyd,  C,  at 
p.  477;  Humphreys  v.  Green,  10  Q.  B.  D.,  per  Baggallay,  Lt. 
J.,  at  p.  155;  Nunn  v.  Fabian,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  35;  and  as  to  lay- 
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ing  out  of  money  on  the  property  see  Fry,  sec.  281,  citing 
Wills  V.  Stradling,  3  Ves.  378;  Howard  v.  Patent  Ivory  Co., 
33  Ch.  D.  156. 

I  find  the  following  facts  proven.  The  defendant  entered 
into  possession  of  the  75  acres  under  the  first  lease,  and 
continued  in  possession  to  March,  1890,  when  Howard  took 
*  possession  of  25  acres  and  continued  in  possession  of  them 
until  his  death.  The  defendant  remained  in  possession  of 
the  50  acres  until  this  action  was  commenced.  In  April, 
1890,  a  line  fence  was  huilt  between  the  25  and  50  acres, 
each  party  paying  half  the  cost.  Between  March,  1890, 
and  May,  1895,  the  defendant  fenced  in  5  acres  with  a  post 
and  wire  fence  worth  $45;  cleared  and  stumped  7  acres 
worth  $140;  stumped  2  acres  and  cleared  off  stumps  worth 
$50;  cleared  off  an  old  fence  worth  $50,  and  built  3  acres  of 
rail  fence  worth  $6.  In  1896  he  removed  a  stable  worth 
$60,  and  in  1898  built  a  hen  house  worth  $20;  shingled  the 
dwelling  house,  and  made  other  improvements  thereto, 
worth  $20;  and  in  1899  built  a  frame  barn  30  x  40  worth 
$250,  and  a  Page  wire  fence  worth  $34.  Howard  had  know- 
ledge of  this  work  as  it  was  performed. 

Having  regard  to  the  nature  and  character  of  the  work ; 
of  its  value,  which  is  about  one-half  of  the  whole  value 
of  the  property  without  these  improvements;  of  the  nature, 
and  occupancy  of  the  land  by  the  defendant  from  March, 
1890;  of  the  change  which  took  place  in  such  occupancy  in 
March,  1890;  and,  so  far  as  the  plaintiff  is  concerned,  the 
unexplained  reason  for  such  change;  of  the  rather  signifi- 
cant amount,  $98  per  annum,  thereafter  paid,  which  would 
be  equal  to  interest  at  the  rate  of  7  per  cent,  on  $1,400, 
the  alleged  purchase  price;  and  of  the  payments  made  by 
defendant  after  March,  1890,  which  were,  as  I  find,  for 
interest  and  not  for  rent,  I  am  of  opinion  that  these  acts  or 
most  of  them  were  acts  of  part  performance  referable  only 
to  the  agreement  for  purchase,  and  not  to  any  tenancy,  and 
that  they  or  most  of  them  are  unequivocal,  and  in  their 
own  nature  referable  to  such  an  agreement;  see  further  Fry, 
sec.  611. 

I  find  that  in  March,  1890,  a  verbal  agreement  was  made 
between  Howard  and  the  defendant  for  the  purchase  of  the 
50  acres  at  $1,400  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant  when  he 
was  in  a  position  to  do  so,  and  that  in  the  meantime  de- 
fendant was  to  pay  interest  at  the  rate  of  7  per  cent,  per 
annum,  and  it  continued  in  force  to  the  death  of  Howard, 
and  was  not  affected  by  the  lease  of  1895  or  the  extension 
of  it.     I  find   also   that    the  evidence  of   the  defendant  is 
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sufficiently  corroborated:  Badford  v.  Macdonald,  18  A.  R. 
167;  Green  v.  McLeod,  23  A.  E.  676. 

Judgment  accordingly. 

Delahaye  &  Reeves,  Pembroke,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 
J.  H.  Burritt,  Pembroke,  solicitor  for  adult  defendant. 
J.  Hoskin,  Official  Guardian. 

McDouGALL,  Co.  J.,  York.  December  26th,  1901. 

ASSESSMENT  CASE. 

RE  McMASTER  ESTATE. 

Assiasment  and    Taxes — Exemptions — Trustees  —  Income — R.   S.   0. 
cK  22Jt,  sec,  46—63  Vict.  ch.  S4,  sees.  S,  4. 

The  income  derived  from  the  property  vested  in  the 
trustees  of  the  estate  of  the  late  Honourable  William  Mc- 
Master  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Appeal,  affirming  the  judg- 
ment of  the  senior  Judge  of  the  county  of  York,  to  be,  for 
assessment  purposes  under  R.  S.  0.  ch.  224,  their  own  in- 
come: 2  0.  L.  R.  474.  Subsequently  R.  S.  0.  ch.  224  was 
amended  by  63  Vict.  ch.  34. 

In  1901  the  trustees  were  assessed  as  theretofore,  and 
the  assessment  was  confirmed  by  the  Court  of  Revision"  for 
the  City  of  Toronto.  This  appeal  was  then  taken  by  the 
trustees,  and  heard  before  McDougall,  senior  Judge  of 
County  Court  of  York. 

George  Bell,  for  the  trustees. 

J.  S.  FuUerton,  K.C.,  for  the  city  of  Toronto. 

McDougall,  Co.J.— In  this  appeal  the  assessment  de- 
partment has  assessed  the  income  of  the  McMaster  estate 
in  the  hands  of  the  trustees,  which  income,  under  the  will 
of  the  late  Hon.  William  McMaster,  is  payable  to  the  trus- 
tees of  McMaster  University  for  the  purposes  of  the  Uni- 
versity. In  1899  I  held  this  income  was  properly  assessable 
in  the  hands  of  the  estate  trustees,  and,  upon  an  appeal  to 
the  Court  of  Appeal,  my  conclusion  was  upheld.  While  that 
appeal  was  pending  the  Legislature  amended  sec.  46  of  the 
Assessment  Act  by  63  Vict.  ch.  34,  sees.  3  and  4.  •The 
amended  section  now  reads  as  follows,  the  amending  words 
being  in  italics: 

46.  (1)  Personal  property  in  the  sole  possession,  or 
under  the  sole  control  of  any  person  or  trustee,  guardian, 
executor,  or  administrator,  and  which  if  in  the  possession 
of  the  heneficiary  or  beneficiaries  would  he  liahte  to  taxatioUj 
shall  be  assessed  against  such  person,  trustee,  guardian,  execu- 
ior,  or  administrator  alone. 


99 

(2)  Where  a  person  is  assessed  as^  trustee,  guardian, 
executor  or  administrator,  he  shall  be  assessed  as  such,  with 
the  addition  to  bis  name  of  his  representative  character, 
and  such  assessment  shall  be  carried  out  in  a  ^eparate  line 
from  his  individual  assessment,  and  he  jhall  be  assessed 
for  the  value  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  held  by  him, 
whether  in  his  individual  name,  or  in  conjunction  with 
others  in  such  representative  character,  subject  to  ike  provi- 
sions of  sub-section  1  of  this  section,  at  the  full  value  thereof, 
or  for  the  proper  proportion  thereof,  if  other  residents 
within  the  same  municipality  are  joined  with  him  in  such 
representative  character. 

What  I  have  now  to  determine  is  as  to  the  effect  on  the 
present  appeal  of  this  amendment.  It  is  conceded  by  the 
city  that,  if  the  words  "  and  which  if  in  the  possession  of 
the  beneficiary  or  beneficiaries  would  be  liable  to  taxation  " 
mean  that  this  income  in  question  is  to  be  looked  upon  and 
treated,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  its  liability  to  assess- 
ment, as  actually  in  the  hands  of  the  McMaster  University 
trustees  at  the  date  of  the  assessment,  but"  by  the  taking  oi 
ai^  account  of  the  total  income  of  the  McMaster  University 
of  the  year,  including  in  the  income  the  sum  payable  by 
the  trustees  of  the  McMaster  estate,  and  deducting  there- 
from the  legitimate  outgoings  properly  chargeable  to  in- 
come of  the  sanle  period,  no  surplus  whatever  would  be 
shewn;  in  other  words,  the  annual  legitimate  expenses  of 
the  University  equal  or  exceed  its  total  annual  income 
from  all  sources,  and  therefore  the  McMaster  University 
would  not  be  liable  to  any  assessment  for  personal  property 
attributable  to  surplus  income.  As  the  beneficiary  in  this 
case  is  resident  within  the  Province,  and  therefore  directly 
liable  in  its  corporate  capacity  to  assessment  for  any  per- 
sonal property  exigible  under  the  Assessment  Act,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  amending  words  of  the  Act  of  1900 
apply,  and  as,  apparently,  the  sum  in  question  in  the  hands 
of  the  trustees  of  the  McMaster  estate  is  to  be  regarded  as 
actually  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees  of  the  McMaster  Uni- 
versity, and  the  latter  as  the  persons  to  be  looked  upon  as 
the  owners  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  asscvssability 
Df  the  fund  as  part  of  their  income,  the  admission  by  the 
city  that  the  University  has  no  assessable  income,  even 
with  this  sum  included  in  their  income  receipts,  disposes 
of  the  matter  of  this  appeal.    The  appeal  will  be  allowed. 

Thomson,  Henderson,  &  Bell,  Toronto,  solicitors  for 
trustees. 

T.  Caswell,  Toronto,  solicitor  for  corporation. 
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Meredith,  J.  February  8th,  1908 

WEEKLY   COURT. 

Re  McALPINE  AND  LAKE  ERIE  AND  DETROIT 

RIVER  R.  W.  CO. 

Arbitration  an4  Award — Clerical  Error  in  Atcard — Reference  back — 
Arbitration  Act  of  Ontario— Hailtcay  Act  of  Canada, 

Motion  by  a  land-owner  for  an  order  referring  back 
award  of  compensation  under  the  Dominion  Railway  Act 
to  the  arbitrators  to  correct  a  clerical  error  as  to  the  ''ate 
from  which  interest  was  to  run,  the  arbitrators  having 
put  in  the  award  '"  1901,"  instead  of  "  1900,"  as  they  in- 
tended. 

T.  W.  Crothers,  St.  Thomas,  for  the  motion. 

H.  E.  Rose,  for  the  company. 

Meredith,  J.— If  provincial  legislation  applies  to  this 
case,  the  motion*  is  needless,  because,  by  R.  S.  0.  ch.  62, 
sec.  9  (c),  the  arbitrators  have  power  to  correct  the  mistake. 
If  that  legislation  is  not  applicable,  there  is  no  power  to 
remit  the  award,  or  to  correct  the  error  upon  the  motion. 
Except  under  power  conferred  by  statute,  or  by  the  parties, 
the  Courts  would  not  correct  errors  in  awards,  either  directly 
or  through  arbitrators:  Ward  v.  Dean,  3  B.  &  Ad.  234; 
Mordue  v.  Palmer,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  22.  .  .  .  The  question 
then  is,  assuming  that  provincial  legislation  is  not  applic- 
able, does  the  Railway  Act,  51  Vict.  ch.  29  (D.),  authorize 
thi  re-opening  of  the  matter?  .  .  .  Under  its  provisions, 
the  award  is  to  be  final  and  conclusive,  but  subject  to  appeal 
when  the  award  exceeds  $400.  ...  I  have  been  able  to 
find  one  case  only  in  which  there  was  a  reference  back  of 
a  case  of  this  character,  but  that  was  in  accordance  with  an 
agreement  between  the  parties  requiring  it:  Demorest  v. 
Grand  Junction  R.  W.  Co.,  10  0.  R.  515.  The  Railway 
Act  does  not,  in  my  opinion,  authorize  the  re-opening  of 
tlie  reference,  and,  if  provincial  legislation  applies,  there  is 
no  need  for  re-opening  it:  see  R.  S.  0.  ch.  62,  sees.  47  and 
9  (c). 

Motion  dismissed  without  costs. 

Crothers  &  Price,  St.  Thomas,  solicitors  for  the  land- 
owner. 

J.  H.  Coburn,  Walkervillc,  solicitor  for  the  company. 
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February  8th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

WILSON  V.  BOTSFORD-JENKS  CO. 

Master  and  IServant — Negligence  of  Master — Defective  Scaffolding- 
Foreman  of  Master  —  Secretary  of  Master  —  Kmtcledge  of  — 
Admission  of  Evidence. 

Motion  by  plaintiff  to  set  aside  non-suit  entered  by 
Ferguson,  J.,  at  the  trial  at  Owen  Sound  of  an  action 
at  .common  law  by  servant  against  master  to  recover 
damages  for  injuries  received  by  the  former  in  the 
course  of  his  employment,  owing  to  the  alleged  negligence 
of  the  master,  and  for  a  new  trial,  on  'the  ground  that 
there  was  evidence  of  negligence  to  go  to  the  jury.  The 
injury  was  received  in  September,  1900.  The  work  was  the 
building  of  an  elevator  at  Meaford,  and  the  plaintiff  was 
engaged  in  excavating.  The  alleged  negligence  was  the 
unsafe  and  dangerous  condition  of  a  scaffolding  upon  which 
thfe  foreman  ordered  the  plaintiff  to  go,  and  it  was  said  that 
the  condition  existed  to  the  knowledge  of  one  Jenks,  the 
secretary  of  the  defendants,  an  incorporated  foreign  com- 
pany, and  that  Jenks  personally  interfered  with  the  work. 
The  trial  judge  held  that  there  was  ,no  evidence  .to  submit  to 
the  jury.  The  plaintiff  contended  that  the  whole  case 
should  have  been  left  to  the  jury,  the  company  being  bound 
by  the  knowledge  of  Jenks.  .   i 

W.  J.  Hatton,  Owen  Sound,  for  plaintiff. 
W.  B.  Bidden,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

The    judgment    of    the    Court    (Falconbridge,    C.J., 
Street,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — It  is  not  shown  that  Jenks  in  any 
way  assumed  to  give  orders  to  the  men,  or  directions  as  to 

the  practical  work  which  was  going  on.     There  was  somie 

evidence  that  he  was  standing  with  his  hands  in  his  pock- 
ets, looking  into  the  excavation  on  the  morning  of  the 
accident,  and  that  on  former  occasions  he  had  been  seen 
to  call  Danger  (the  superintendent)  to  one  side,  and  say 
something  to  him  which  no  one  overheard.  There  was  no 
evidence  that  the  persons  employed  by  defendants  were  not 
proper  and  competent  persons,  or  that  the  materials  used 
were  faulty  or  inadequate:  Matthews  v.  Hamilton  Powder 
Co.,  14  A.  E.  261;  Wigmore  v.  Jay,  2  Ex.  354;  Lovegrove 
V.  London,  etc.,  B.  W.  Co.,  16  C.  B.  K  S.  669.    There  was 
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no  evidence  that  defendants  had  any  better  means  of  know- 
ing of  the  danger  than  plaintiflE.  As  to  all  the  matters  in 
respect  of  which  plaintiff  can  seek  here  to  charge  defend- 
ants^  the  onus  is  on  him:  cases  above  cited  and  Allen  v. 
Xew  Gas  Co.,  1  Ex.  D.  251.  The  secretary  had  no  authority 
to  make  admissions  on  behalf  of  the  company  as  to  the 
defective  condition  of  the  scaffolding,  and  defendants' 
knowledge  of  it:  Bruflf  v.  Great  Northern  R.  W.  Co.,  1  F. 
&  F.  344;  Great  Western  R.  W.  Co.  v.  Willis,  18  C.  B.  N.  S. 
748;  Barrett  v.  South  London  Tramways  Co.,  18  Q.  B.  D. 
815;  Johnson  v.  Lindsay,  53  J.  P.  599;  Newlands  v.  Na- 
tional Employers'  Accident  Association,  53  L.  T.  N.  S.  243. 

Motion  dismissed  with  costs. 

AV.  J.  Hatton,  Owen  Sound,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

Beatty,  Blackstock,  Nesbitt,  Fasken,  &  Riddell,  solicitors 
for  defendants. 
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CHAMBERS. 

CANADIAN  MINING,  ETC.,  CO.  v.  WHEELER. 

Judgment  Debtor — Transferee  of — Examination — Third  Mortgagee — 
''Exigible  under  Execution'* — Legal  and  Equitable  Execution — 
Receiver— Rule  903—56  Vict,  ch,  5,  sec.  9  (OJ 

The  holder  of  a  third  mortgage  given  by  a  judgment 
debtor  is  not  examinable  under  Rule  903. 

Application  by  the  plaintiflfs,  who  are  execution  creditor.- 
of  defendant,  for  an  order  to  examine  his  transferee. 

•     _  ^^ 

W.  R.  P.  Parker,  for  plaintiffs.  i 

J.  J.  Maclennan,  for  transferee. 

The  Master  in  Chambers: — The  transferee  is  a  mwt- 
gagee  to  whom  the  judgment  debtor  has  given  a  mortgage 
on  certain  lands  belonging  to  the  debtor,  and  who  had  pre- 
viously given  two  prior  mortgages  thereon  to  other  parties 

Counsel  for  the  transferee  contends  that  the  rule  under 
which  the  plaintiffs  apply,  does  not  include  him,  as  he  is  not 
a  person  "to  whom  the  debtor  has  made  a  transfer  of  his 
pioperty.or  effects  exigible  under  execution.'^  He  admits  that 
the  debtor  has  given  him  a  mortgage  on  certain  real  estate 
belonging  to  the  debtor,  but  claims  that  it  is  a  third  mort- 
gage upon  the  property,  and  therefore  is  not  a  transfer  of 
property  exigible"  under  execution:  Jarvis  v.  Ireland,  4  A.  R. 
118  at  p.  122. 

Counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  claim  that. the  words  "exigible 
vnder  execution'^  include  equitable  execution,  and  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  receiver:  In  re  Pope,  17  Q.  B.  D.  743. 

The  former  Con.  Rule  928,  from  which  the  present  Rule 
903  is  taken  and  under  which  the  present  application  i& 
made,  was  not  limited  by  the  words  "exigible  under  execu- 
tion." These  words  were,  for  the  first  timie,  added  to  thi? 
present  Rule  at  the  last  consolidation,  and  were  apparently 
taken  from  similar  words  used  in  56  Vict.  ch.  5,  sec.  9  (0.) 
This  section  became  Rule  904  in  the  last  consolidation  of 
the  rules,  and,  no  doubt.  Rule  903  was  made  to  harmonize 
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with  Rule  904  in  this  respect.  This  term  "exigible  under 
execution'^  in  the  Act  referred  to  meant  a  legal  execution 
only,  as  'that  statute  related  exclusively  to  "certain  duties, 
liabilities  and  fees  of  sheriffs/^  and  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  same  meaning  to  these  words  attaches  to  them  in  Rule 
903  as  in  sec.  9,  ch.  5,  56  Vict.  (0.),  and  that  equitable  exe- 
cution or  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  is  not  included  by 
their  use.  As  to  the  diflEerence  between  a  legal  and  equit- 
able execution,  1  would  refer  to  In  re  Shepherd,  38  W.  R.  133 

The  motion, must  be  refused. 

Parker  &  Bickford,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  plaintiffs. 

Robertson  &  Maclennan,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  defend- 
ants. 


MacMahon,  J.  February  10th,  1902 

TRIAL. 

KEITH  V.  OTTAWA  AND  NEW  YORK  R.  W.  CO. 

Railway  and  Railway  Companies — Injury  to  Passenger — Alighting 
from  Moving  Car — Cofitributory  Negligence. 

Washington  v,  Harman,  147  IT.  S.  R.  571,  and  Central  R. 
W.  Co.  v.  Miles,  88  Ala.  at  p.,  261,  referred  to. 

"'Action  to  recover  damages  for  injuries . sustained  by 
plaintiff,  who  endeavoured  to  get  off  a  train  as  it  was  moving 
out  of  Finch  station. 

George  McLaurin,  Ottawa,  for  plaintiff. 

W.  Nesbitt,  K.C.,  and  W.  H.  Curie,  Ottawa,  for  defend- 
ants. 

MacMahon,  J. — At  the  conclusion  of  the  trial  I  sub- 
mitted certain  questions  to  the  jury,  which,  with  their 
answers,  are  as  follows: 

(1)  How  long  did  the  train  stop  at  Finch  station?  A. 
Cannot  say. 

(2)  Was  the  time  the  train  remained  there  sufficient  to 
enable  the  plaintiff  to  alight?     A.     No. 

(3)  Was  Keith  aware  when  he  reached  the  platform  of 
the  car  that  the  train  was  in  motion       A.     Yes. 

(4)  If  Keith  was  guilty  of  any  negligence  which  con- 
tributed to  the  accident,  what  was  such  negligence?  A. 
None. 

(5)  If  Keith  is  entitled  to  recover,  at  what  do  you  assess 
Ihe  damages?     A.     $1,000.00. 
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I  reserved  the  consideration  of  the  motion  by  counsel 
for. the  defendants  for  non-snit,  and  have  reached  the  tol- 
lowing  conclusion: 

The  motion  for  a  non-suit  cannot  prevail.  In  my  charge 
to  the  jury,  I  said:  "If  they  (the  company)  gave  the  plain- 
tiff ample  facilities  to  get  off,  but  he  did  not  do  so,  but 
attempted  to  get  off  when  he  knew  there  was  danger  in 
getting  off,  the  company  ought  not  to  be  held  responsible 
for  his  act,  and  looking  at  it  in  that  way,  it^is  for  you  to  say 
whether  he.  acted  reasonablv  in  getting  off  under  the  cir- 
cumstances appearing  in  the  evidence/'  The  answer  there- 
fore to  the  fourth  question,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  guilty 
of  any  negligence  which  contributed  to"  the  accident,  is  a 
finding  that  he  was  acting  as  a  reasonable  man  would  in 
getting  off  the  train,  although  it  was  in  motion.  And 
according  to  the  evidence  of  Daniel  E.  Seese,  the  company's 
station  agent  at  Pinch,  the  car  had  only  gone  thirty  feet 
when  the  plaintiff  got  off,  and  the  jury  might  properly  con- 
clude that  the  plaintiff  was  not  acting  unreasonably  in 
endeavouring  to  alight. 

See  Washington  v.  Harman,  147  TJ..  S.  R.  571,  Central  R. 
W.  Co.  V.  Miles,  88  Ala.,  at  p.  261 ;  and  refen  also  to  Loyd  v. 
Hannibal  R.  W.  Co.,  4  American  Negligence  Cases,  481; 
Covington  v.  Western  R.  W.  Co.,  81  Ga.  276;  Radlev  v.  U 
&  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  1  App.  Cas.  754;  Filer  v.  N.  Y.  C.  R.  W.  Co ., 
49  N.  Y.  47. 

I  direct  that  judgment  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  for 
$1,000,  with  costs. 

McLaurin  &  Miller,. Ottawa,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Scott,  Scott,  &  Curie,  Ottawa,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


Moss,  J.A.  February  11th,  1902. 

C.    A. — CHAMBERS. 

RE  CARLETOX  PLACE  VOTERS'  LISTS. 

Parliamentary  Elections — Voters*  Lists — Notice  of  Complaint — State- 
ment of  Grounds — Signing  hy  Complainant — Amendment. 

Case  stated  by  the  County  Judge  of  Lanark,  for  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  or  a  Judge  thereof,  under 
R.  S.  O.  ch.  7,  sec.  38,  as  follows: — 1.  At  the  sitings  of  the 
Canrt  to  hear  and  determine  comiplaints  of  errors  and  omis- 
sions in  the  voters'  lists,  it  was  objected  that  in  the  notice 
of  complaint  the  printed  '^M.  F.  and*'  did  not  disclose 
any  ground  of  complaint  within  the  meaning  of  the  Aci. 
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Without  calling  for  evidence,  I  expressed  the  opinion  that 
"M.  F/'  had,  in  connection  with  voters'  lists  matters, 
acquired   the  meaning  of     Manhood  Franchise,"  and  the 

word  "and"  could  be  treated  as  surplusage.    Was  I  right? 

2.  The  notice  of  complaint  as  filed  consists  of  fifteen 
sheets,  each  in  itself  in  the  form  number  6  in  the  Act,  the 
lists  Nos.  1,  2,  3,  and  4  being  printed  on  the  back  of  thp 
notice  of  complaint.  Only  the  notice  of  complaint  on  the 
lafit  sheet  was  filled  out  and  signed  by  the  complainant,  but 
evidence  was  given  that  the  whole  fifteen  sheets  were 
attached  together  as  they  now  appear  when  the  complainant 
signed  the  notice  of  complaint  on  the  last  sheet,  and  handed 
the  whole  to  the  clerk.  I  expressed  the  opinion  that,  con- 
sidering it  my  duty  to  further  the  franchise,  while  entertain- 
ing great  doubts,  I  thought  that  sufficient.     Was  I  right? 

3.  The  complainant  asked  leave  to  amend,  if  necessarv', 
under  sec.  32  of  the  Act,  by  making  the  signed  notice  refer 
explicitly  to  the  annexed  sheets.  1  refused  the  amendment 
upon  the  grounds  that  if  any  necessity  for  it,  the  effect 
would  be  to  confer  jurisdiction  on  myself,  and  that  sec.  32 
can  be  satisfied  in  its  words  by  confining  it  to  notices  other 
than  notices  of  complaint.     Am  I  right  ? 

G.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  for  those-  against  the  ruling  of  the 
County  Judge. 

E.  Bristol  and  Eric  N.  Armour,  for  those  supporting  the 
ruling. 

Moss,  J.A. — Question  1  must  be  answered  in  the  afiirma- 
tive.  The  Legislature  did  not  intend  to  bind  parties  to 
exact  obsen-ance  of  the  words  of  the  forms  (sec.  4).  What 
is  intended  is  that  the  list  should  afford  such  information 
of  the  nature  of  the  qualification  of  the  person  named  as 
will  enable  the  other  voters  to  ascertain,  by  inquiry,  the 
truth  or  untruth  of  the  statement.  In  this  instance  it  cannot 
be  well  imagined  that  other  voters,  or  persons  who  usuall* 
interest  themselves  in  the  revision  of  the  lists,  will  be  misled 
by  the  form  of  statement.  The  right  of  a  person  to  be  on 
the  voters'  list  ought  not  to  depend  upon  a  too  critical 
examination  of  the  forms  in  the  schedule,  which  are  inserted 
merely  as  examples,  and  are  not  required  to  be  followed 
implicitly. 

The  second  question  must  also  be  answered  in  the  affirm- 
ative. It  may  be  treated  as  really  one  of  fact  It  is  impos- 
sible to  saly  that  the  lists  are  not  subjoined.  They  are 
annexed  or  attached,  which  means  subjoined.  Looking  at 
ihe  lists,  and  reading  them  in  the  light  of  the  notice,  there 
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j8?  no  sufficient  ambiguity  to  lead  to  the  rejection  of  them  on 
the  ground  thai  they  are  not  part  of  the  complaint. 

Question  3  must  also  be  auswered  in  the  affirmative  in 
this  particular  caee.  In  a  case  of  a  notice  defective  in  some 
material  respect,  e.g.,  unsigned,  which  renders  it  valueless 
as  a  foundation  for  the  proceedings,  which  the  Judge  is 
authorized  to  take  upon  receipt  by  the'  clerk  of  a  notice  in 
conformity  to  the  Act,  there  is  no  jurisdiction  to  amend; 
but,  assuming  the  notice  and  lists  to  be  properly  before  a 
Judge,  a  misnomer  or  plain  mistake  in  description  and  many 
other  like  errors  may  be  amended. 

Watson,  Smoke,  &  Smith,  Toronto,  and  Bristol,  Cawthra, 
A-  Bayly,  Toronto,  solicitors. 

Meredith,  C.J.  February  11th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

CARSWELL  V.  LANGLEY. 

Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency  —  Contingent  Debts  —  Sums  Payable 
Quarter-yearly  by  Person  Becoming  Insolvent  —  l^ot  Provable 
under  R.  8.  0.  ch,  IJp, 

Special  case. 

J.  J.  Warren,  for  plaintiff. 

F.  E.  Hodgins  and  W.  M.  Irwin,  for  defendant. 

Meredith,  C.J. — The  defendant  is  the  assignee  for 
benefit  of  creditors  of  one  E.  1F.  Robinson,  and  the  action  is 
to  establish  the  right  of  the  plaintiffs  to  prove  and  rank  upon 
the  estate  of  Robinson  for  the  present  value  of  $100  per 
ijuafter,  which  he,  before  the  date  of  the  assignment,  cov- 
enanted with  them  to  pay  to  one  Jane  Robinson  on  the  first 
day  of  each  quarter-year  during  her  natural  Itte. 

These  growing  quarterly  payments  are  in  their  nature 
<rontingent  debts,  and  not  provable  under  R.  S.  0.  ch.  147; 
Grant  v.  West,  23  A.  R.  533 ;  Mail  Printing  Co.  v.  Clarkson, 
25  A.  R.  1.     Judgment  for  defendant  without  costs. 


CHAMBERS. 

Meredith,  C.J.  February  11th,  1902. 

CROWlSr  CORUNDUM  AND  MICA  CO.  v.  LOGAN. 

Action  —  Order  dismissing  —  Undertaking  —  Default  in  Giving  — 

Effect  of. 

Carter  v.  Stubbs,  6  Q.  B.  D.  116,  followed. 


Collin80^  V.  Jeffery,  [1896]  1  Ch.  644,  diatiftguishec. 

Appeal  from  order  of  Master  in  ^Chambers. 

The  defendants  moved  before  the  Master  in  Chambers 
to  dismiss  the  action  for  want  of  prosecution,  and  on  5tk 
October,  1901,  he  made  an  order  directing  that  in  default 
of  plaintiffs,  within  4  weeks,  undertaking  to  bring  the  action 
for  trial  at  Peterborough  in  December,  1901,  and  proceed- 
ing, to  trial  then,  that  the  action  be  dismissed  witib.  costs. 
On  appeal  Meredith,  C.J.,  affirmed  that  order,  and  on 
further  appeal,  a  Divisional  Court  affirmed  his  order,  and 
refused  to  extend  the  time  for  trial  or  relieve  plaintiffs  from 
the  consequences  of  failing  to  give  the  undertaking.  Sub- 
sequently, defendants  applied  ^to  the  Master  in  Chambers 
for  an  order  dismissing  the  action,  and  on  31st  January,. 
1902,  he  made  an  order  allowing  plaintiffs  to  go  to  trial  at 
Peterborough  on  27th  May  next.   The  defendants  appealed. 

6.  M.  Macdonnell,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

W.  E.  Middleton,  for  plaintiffs. 

Meredith,  C.J.— At  the  expiration  of  the  time  allowed 
for  giving  the  undert aiding,  the  action  was  at  an  end :  Whist- 
ler V.  Hancock,  3  Q.  B.  D.  83;  King  v.  Davenport,  4  Q.  B.  D. 
402;  Carter  v.  Stubbs,  6  Q.  B.  D.  116;  Hollander  v.  Ffoulkes, 
16  P.  R.  225,  though  pending  an  appeal,  but  not  after- 
wards, an  order  extending  the  time  for  trial  might  have 
been  made :  Carter  v.  Stubbs.  supra,  and  the  time,  though 
it  has  expired,  for  appealing  from  such  an  order,  may  be 
extended:  Carter  v.  StUbbs,  supra,  Burke  v.  Rooney,  4  C. 
P.  D.  226.     .     .     . 

In  CoUinson  v.  Jeffery,  [1896]  1  Ch.  644,  Kekewich,  J.,, 
recognized  that  a  different  rule,  from  that  which  he  had 
adopted,  was  applicable  where  the  order  was  one  dealing- 
with  the  dismissal  of  an  axjtion  for  want  of  prosecution? 

In  Script  Phonography  Co.  v.  Gregg,  59  L.  J.  Ch.  406,. 
North,  J.,  treats  Whistler  v.  Hancock,  and  King  v.  Daven- 
port, supra,  as  settling'  tbe  law.     ... 

Even  if  the  Master  in  Chambers  had  jurisdiction  to 
make  his  second  order,  it  would  have  been  improper  to  do 
so  after  the  order  of  the  Divisional  Court. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs,  but  motion  dismissed  with- 
out costs,  because  it  was  unnecessary. 

Kilmer,  Irving,  &  Porter,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  plain- 
tiffs. 

Macdonnell  &  Farrell,  Kingston,  solicitors  for  defend- 
ants. 
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LouNT,  J.  February  12th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

HARRIS  V.  STEVENS. 

^ale  of  Goods — Credit — Promise  Written  to  Mercantile  Agency  to  be 
Responsible  for  Goods  Delivered  to  Another  Person  Carrying  on 
Business  in  Another  Name — Not  within  Statute  of  Frauds — 
Partnership. 

Action  tried  at  London,  brought  to  recover  $985,  the 
price  of  goods  sold  and  delivered  to  the  Stevens  Manufactur- 
ing Company,  and  $900,  the  amount  of  the  company^s  prom- 
issor}'  note,  given  for  price  of  other  goods. 

E.  Meredith,  K.C.,  and  J.  C.  Judd,  London,  for  plaintiff. 

G.  C.  Gibbons,  K.C.,  and  M.  D.  Eraser,  London,  for 
<lefendants  Labatt  and  Stevens. 

W.  C.  Fitzgerald,  London,  for  defendants  Fitzgerald  & 
Co. 

LouNT,  J. — The  plaintiflE  alleges  that  at  the  time  of  the 
sale  of  the  goods,  the  defendants  Labatt  and  Fitzgerald 
were  the  real  owners  of  the  business  carried  on  as  the  Ste- 
vens Manufacturing  Co.,  and  that  the  goods  were  supplied 
on  their  credit,  or  that  the  defendants  were  carrying  on 
the  business  in  partnership.  He  also  alleges  that  defend- 
ants Labatt  and  Fitzgerald  &  Co.  furnished  to  R.  G.  Dun 
&  Co.,  mercantile  agency,  a  writing  stating  that  "  In  reply 
to  your  enquiry,  we  beg  to  say  that  we  hold  ourselves  respon- 
sible for  the  payment  of  all  goods  which  may  be  bought  for, 
and  delivered  to  or  on  account  of  the  Stevens  Manufactur- 
ing Co.,  in  the  course  of  their  business,"  which  was  fur- 
nished for  publication  to  the  trade,  to  be  communicated  to 
plaintiff  and  others  having  dealings  with  the  Stevens  Co., 
to  enhance  its  credit,  and  to  induce  the  furnishing  of  goods 
on  credit;  that  this  statement  was  shown  to  him,  plaintiff, 
and  he  supplied  the  goods  on  the  strength  of  it;  and  that 
said  defendants  authorized  one  T.  A.  Stevens,  the  company's 
manager,  to  pledge  their  credit  for  the  goods.  I  find,  on 
the  evidence,  against  the  plaintiff,  and  I  find,  also,  that 
although  the  memorandum  sent  to  R.  G.  Dun  &  Co.  at  their 
request  was  for  publication,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  senders, 
the  defendants  Labatt  and  Fitzgerald  &  Co.,  it  did  not  create 
a  liability  on  their  part  to  the  plaintiff,  to  whom  it  was  not 
addressed,  and  who  is  not  a  party  to  it.  It  is  not  a  suflR- 
eient  memorandum  in  writing  to  satisfv  the  Statute  of 
Frauds.     See  Williams  v.  Lake,  2  Ell.  &  JEIL  349 ;  Williams 
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V.  Byraes,  1  Moo.  P.  C.  N.  S.  195;  Richard  v.  Stillwell,  ^ 
0.  R.  511;  White  v.  Tomlin,  19  0.  R.  513;  Mcintosh  v. 
Moynihan,  18  A.  R.  237. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff  against  John  Stevens,  with  costs. 
Action  dismissed  with  costs  as  against  the  other  defendants.. 

Meredith,  Judd,  Dromgole,  &  Elliott,  London,  solicitors^ 
for  plaintiff. 

Fraser  &  Moore,  London,  solicitors  for  defendants  Labatt 
&  Stevens. 

W.  C.  Fitzgerald,  London,  solicitor  for  other  defendants^ 


OsLER,  J. A.  February  11th,  1902. 

COURT   OF    APPEAL — CHAMBERS. 

WIEDEMAN  V.  GUITTARD. 

Promissory  ^ote— Holder  in  Due  Course— Effect  of  Indorsement— 
Evidence  Necessary  to  Hold  Indorser— Leave  to  Appeal— Bills 
of  Ewchange  Act,  1890,  sees,  29,  55. 

Herdman  v.  Wheeler,  18  Times  L,  R.  190,  approved. 

Application  by  defendant  S.  A.  C.  White  for  leave  to^ 
appeal  from  order  of  a  Divisional  Court  affirming  judgment 
at  the  trial.  i 

W.  M.  Douglas,  K.C.,  for  the  motion. 
P.  A.  Anglin,  for  plaintiff. 

OsLER,  J.A. — The  promissory  note  sued  on  was  made  by 
T.  M.  White  and  M.  Guittard,  payable  to  Hutchinson,. 
Cramer  &  Co.,  indorsed  by  them  to  Mrs.  S.  A.  C.  White^ 
and  mdorsed  by  her  to  plaintiff.  ...  It  is  not  denied 
that  her  legal  relation. is  that  of  indorser  to  the  plaintiff,, 
and  that  being  so,  he  is  a  holder  in  due  course  within  sec. 
29  of  the  Bills  of  Exchange  Act,  as  explained  in  Herdman 
V.  Wheeler  18  Times  L.  R.  190.  Her  indorsement  admits. 
prima  facie  at  all  events,  the  ability  and  signature  of  alt 
prior  parties:  sec.  55.  In  order  to  recover  against  her, 
the  holder  had  only  to  prove  her  signature,  and  the- 
performance  of  the  conditions  on  which  her  liability  as 
indorser  depends,  viz.:  presentment,  non-payment,  and 
notice  of  dishonour.  Has  this  been  proved?  A  person 
named  Henry  Wiedeman,  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  waa 
called.  He  spoke  of  his  being  trustee  for  creditors  of  Wind- 
sor  Brewery  Co.  ...  A  sale  of  the  property  was  made 
.  .  .  in  respect  of  the  purchase  money,  he  received  the 
note  in  question  ...  he  said  the  note  was  not  paid  at 
maturity,  and  that  it  was  protested  (which  qua  any  effect 


Ill 

to  be  given  to  the  protest  may  be  disregarded,  if  it  be 
thought  that  the  protest  was  not  proved)  aiter  presentment, 
and  notice  sent;  that  it  was  presented  the  day  it  was  due, 
and  that  notice  was  duly  sent.  This  is  the  evidence  of  the 
holder  of  the  note,  the  plaintiff,  and  from  this  it  certainly 
ought  to  be  inferred  by  any  Judge,  in  the  absence  of  any 
weakening  of  the  statement  by  cross-examination,  that  the 
presentment  was  on  the  day  the  note  becamie  due,  and  that 
payment  wae  refused.  But  it  is  contended  that  no  one  can 
tell  what  notice  was  sent  or  to  whom.  This  is  very  like  a 
special  demurrer  to  the  evidence,  an  attempt  to  pick  holes 
in  common  phraseology,  of  which  every  one  understands  the 
meaning,  language  used  by  the  holder  of  the  note  in  testify- 
ing upon  the  issues  joined  in  the  action.  The  appellant 
was  represented  by  counsel  at  the  trial,  and  if  she  chose  to 
leave  the  matter  as  plaintiff  stated,  it  must  be  assumed  that 
she  could  not  have  bettered  her  case  or  weakened  his  by 
cross-examination,  and  therefore  that  he  was  testifying  that 
notice  of  dishonour  of  the  note  sued  on  was  sent  as  re- 
quired by  law  ...  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  relv 
on  the  protest.  It  must  be  considered  too,  in  dealing  with 
the  question  of  leave  to  apneal,  that  there  is  every  reason 
to  suppose  that  the  objections  are  merely  technical,  and 
that  the  court  would  on  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  allow  any 
defect  to  be  supplemented  by  further  evidence. 

Motion  refused  with  costs. 

Murphy,  Sale,  &  OTonnor,  Windsor,  solicitors  for  plain- 
tiff. 

Fleming,  Wigle,  &  Rodd,  Windsor,  solicitors  for  defend- 
ant S.  A.  C.  White. 


OsLER,  J. A.  February  12th,  1902. 

C.   A. — CHAMBERS. 

CITY    OF    HAMILTON-    v.     KRAMER-IRWIX    ROCK 

ASPHALT,  ETC.,   CO. 

Appeal  Book — Contents — Action  for  Breach  of  Contract  for  Repair, 
etc,,  of  Streets — Finding  on  Proper  Construction  of  Contract — 
Appeal  as  to  —  Evidence  on  Various  Issues  —  Inclusion  of,  in 
Appeal  Book, 

A  motion  bv  consent  for  direction  as  to  the  contents  of 
the  appeal  book. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C..  for  plaintiffs. 
W.  R.  Riddell,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 
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OsLER,  J.A. — ^The  action  was  brought  on  a  contract  for 
the  construction  of  pavements  on  certain  streets  in  the  city 
of  Hamilton.  It  was  tried  at  great  length,  and  an  immense 
volume  of  evidence  taken  on  various  issues  relating  to  the 
condition  of  the  streets,  the  causes  of  their  disrepair,  etc., 
et  .,  and  from  defendants'  point  of  view,  whether  all  or  any 
of  these  causes  were  such  as  they  were,  within  the  contract, 
liable  to  make  good.  The  trial  Judge  held  that  they  were 
all  within  it,  on  the  proper  construction  of  the  contract, 
and  so  holding,  also  held  that  it  was  not  necessar}'  for  him 
to  pass  upon  the  specific  issues  of  fact  presented  on  the 
pleadings  and  evidence,  and  that  plaintiffs  are  therefore 
entitled  to  succeed  to  the  full  extent  claimed.  He  finds  the 
amount  of  damages,  apparently  measured  by  the  wholt  cost 
of  the  repair,  giving  the  defendants  a  reference  at  their 
own  expense  and  risk,  if  so  advised.  The  defendant*  are 
appealing,  and  they  desire  to  limit  their  appeal,  in  the  first 
instance,  to  the  point  on  which  the  trial  judgment  has 
turned,  viz.:  the  construction  of  the  contract,  in  order  to 
avoid,  if  possible,  the  expense  which  would  be  entailed  by 
an  appeal  upon  the  evidence  and  the  special  issues  of  fact. 
The  additional  expense  of  this  it  was  said  would  be  not  far 
from  $1,000.  The  motion  was  opposed  on  the  ground  that 
the  respondents  would  be  embarrassed  by  having  the  appeal 
launched  in  this  manner,  involving,  as  it  possibly  (probably) 
would,  two  arguments  in  this  Court,  and  a  difficulty  in  pos- 
sible subsequent  appeals  to  the  Supreme  Court.  If  the 
whole  case  were  before  us,  as  in  strictness  and  according 
to  the  usual  practice  it  ought  to  be,  a«  it  was  before  the 
trial  Judge,  the  plaintiff  would  have  the  right  to  support 
his  judgment,  in  whole  or  in  part,  upon  every  ground  open 
to  him  on  the  evidence  in  the  issues,  as  well  as  upon  that 
on  which  the  learned  trial  Judge  has  rested  it.  We  might 
direct  the  argument  on  the  former  to  stand  over  until  we 
could  see  that  it  was  necessarv^  for  the  plaintiff  to  enter  upon 
that  branch  of  the  case,  delaying  in  that  event  our  final 
judgment  until  after  the  second  argument.  Either  party 
would  then  be  in  a  position  to  go  to  the  Supreme  Court 
upon  the  whole  case.  The  strict. right  of  the  respondents 
here  is  to  be  in  that  position  should  our  judgment  be  adverse 
to  them  on  the  question  of  construction. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  this  Court  should  be  prepared  to 
support  the  judgment  at  the  trial,  on  the  ground  on  which 
the  learned  Judge  placed  it,  the  defendants  may  go  to  the 
Supreme  Court  (and  they  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  they 
will  not  do  so)  and  in  that  event  also  they  must  supply  the 
evidence,  so  that  the  plaintiffs  in  the  exercise  of  their  right 


113 

may  support  the  judgment  ou  any  ground  they  may  think 
proper.     The  evidence  ought,  in  that  event,  also  to  be  before 
us  when  we  give  judgment,  for  it  is  the  case  as  presented  to 
us  which  should  go  to  the  Supreme  Court,  and  it  is,  as  I 
have  said,  the  now  respondents^  right  to  have  the  case  before 
us  as  fully  as  it  was  before  the  trial  Judge.     The  defendants 
suggest  that  I  might  impose  terms  by  which  the  evidence 
might  be  introduced  for  the  purpose  of  the  appeal  to  the 
Supreme  Court    But  this  may  lead  to  embarrassment,  for 
I  cannot  say — no  one  can — how  that  Court  may  look  at  the 
ease  when  it  comes  before  them.  They  may  raise  all  sorts  of 
objections  to  hear  the  case  in  any  other  way  than  as  it  was 
argued  and  came  before  us,  and  I  do  not  think  I  could  order 
(or  safely  for  the  plaintiffs  order)  that  the  evidence  shall 
be  brought  in  merfely  for  the  purpose  of  the  further  appeal. 
It  is  quite  conceivable  that  the  Supreme  Court  would  hold, 
that,  even  by  consent  of  the  parties,  or  by  the  imposition 
of  terms,  I  had  no  authority  to  do  so,  or  to  provide  for  the 
case  going  before  them  in  any  other  way  than  it  had  judici- 
ally come  before  us.    From  any  point  of  view  therefore,  as 
the  defendants  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  in  the  event  of 
judgment  adverse  to  them  on  the  construction  of  the  con- 
tract they  will  go  no  further,  it  would  be  merely  a  matter 
of  postponing  the  introduction  of  the  evidence,  and  there 
is  no  object  to  be  gained  that  I  can  see  by  doing  that.     If 
indeed  the  defendants  could  say  that  they  were  not  going  to 
the  Supreme  Court,  and  would  submit  to  imposition  of  such 
a  term,  I  might,  so  far  as  the  appeal  to  this  Court  is  con- 
cerned, accede  to  their  application,  although  Mr.  Riddell 
suggests  that  even  on  the  question  of  construction  there 
are  some  parts  of  the  evidence  which  he  desires  to  be  in  a 
position  to  refer  to.     This,  however,  is  as  far  as  I  could  go. 

I  may  add  that  the  matter  of  settling  the  appeal  book 
in  respect  of  the  subject  I  have  dealt  with,  has  been  referred 
to  me,  or  some  Judge  of  the  Court,  by  the  trial  Judge  tx) 
whom  in  strictness  it  appertains,  and  comes  before  me  in 
this  way  by  consent  of  the  parties.  For  the  actual  order 
to  be  made  in  the  settlement  of  the  book  remains  to  be  made 
by  the  proper  Judge,  but  I  may  say  without  going  beyond 
the  line  of  my  duty,  that  I  hope  the  parties  in  their 'own 
interests,  as  well  as  in  that  of  the  Court,  will  make  an  effort 
to  limit  the  evidence  brought  up,  to  what  is  actually  neces- 
sary for  the  purpose  of  the  appeal. 

McKelcan  &  Counsell,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  plaintiffs. 

Ijee,  Farmer,  &  Stanton,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  defend- 
ants. 
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LouNT,  J.  February  12th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

LASJINSKl  V.  CAMPBELL. 

Contract — Foreigner — Fraud  in  Iteducing  Contract  to  Writiny — 
Void  not  Voidable — Sale  of  Standing  Timber — Interest  in  Land 
—Void  if  Wife  of  Patentee  of  Homestead  not  a  Partg—K.  8,  O. 

ch,  25y  sec.   17. 

* 

Handy  v.  Carruthers,  5  0.  R.  280,  and  Anderson  v. 
Anderson,  [1895]  1  Q.  B.  749,  followed. 

Action  brought  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  defendants 
from  trespassing  upon  lot  35,  in  the  8th  concession  of  the 
township  of  Hagarty,  in  the  County  of  E^nfrew,  and  to 
recover  $700,  the  value  of  637  cedar,  ash,  spruce,  and  bass- 
wood  trees,  cut  and  removed,  and  $200  damages  for, trespass. 

T.  W.  McGarry,  Renfrew,  for  plaintiff. 

W.  B.  Craig,  Renfrew,  and  R.  C.  McNab,  Renfrew,  for 
defendants. 

LouNT,  J. — The  plaintiff  is  patentee  of  the  land  in  ques- 
tion, under  the  Free  Grant  and  Homestead  Act.  The  patent 
issued  to  him  in  April,  1885.  He  and  his  wife  are  Poles, 
unable  to  speak  English,  and  not  able  to  read  or  write.  The 
agreement,  under  which  defendants  claim  the  right  to  cut  and 
remove  timber,  purports  to  have  been  made  and  registered 
in  December,  1887.  It  was  made  by  plaintiff  and  his  wife 
with  one  R.  White,  and  purports  for  $80,  $5  in  cash  and 
balance  before  removal,  to  sell  all  the  standing  trees  on  the 
lot.  The  document  was  executed  by  mark,  in  the  presence 
of  J.  C.  Thompson,  then  an  agent  of  White,  but  now  em- 
ployed by  defendants.  White,  within  2  years,  cut  certain 
pine  trees,  paying  one-half  the  price  the  first  year,  and  the 
other  half  the  second  year.  In  1889,  White  and  his  brother, 
who  were  then  in  partnership,  assigned  to  O^Meara  for  bene- 
fit of  creditors,  and  in  January,  1890,  O'Meara,  by  registered 
deed,  convoyed  to  one  Dunlop  "  all  the  red  and  white  pine 
trees  and  timber ''  on  the  lot,  and  the  defendants,  by  mesne 
conveyances,  are  assignees  of  Dunlop. 

The  plaintiff  says  he  did  not  make  the  agreement  in 
question;  that  he  agreed  to  sell  only  the  pine  for  the  con- 
sideration mentioned;  that  the  agreement  was  made  at  the 
house  of  one  August  Blanc,  who  acted  as  interpreter,  but 
could  not  read  or  write ;  that  Thompson  wrote  out  the  agree- 
ment after  it  was  made,  and  said  it  was  the  one  juBt  made, 
and  he,  plaintiff,  then  put  his  mark  to  it.  Blanc  corroborated 
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Ihe  plaintiff^s  evidence,  as  did  Mary  Blanc,  then  a  girl  of  9 
jears.  Thompson  merely  says  that  the  agreement  was  made 
at  Blanc^s  house,  but  does  not  give  further  explanation,  and 
4oes  not  deny  the  evidence  of  plaintiff,  Blanc,  or  his  daugh- 
ter. Plaintiff^s  wife  says  that  she  never  put  her  mark  to 
the  agreement,  and  that  she  was  not  present  when  it  is  said 
to  have  been  made.  I  think  the  agreement  set  up  by 
defendant  is  not  the  true  agreement.  McNeill  v.  Haines,  17 
O.  R.  479,  is  not  the  same  as  this  case.  ...  I  think  the 
-alleged  agreement  is  void,  not  voidable,  and  that  defendants 
•did  not  acquire  any  rights  under  it,  to  the  trees  in  question ; 
nor  is  there  any  equity  in  defendants'  favour,  certainly  none 
a«;  against  earlier  equity  of  plaintiff.  Sec.  98  of  the  Registry 
Act  cannot  help  defendants.  I  do  not  think  the  agreement 
•can  be  upheld,  owing  to  R.  S.  0.  ch.  25,  sec.  17.  It  is 
undoubtedly  a  sale  of  an  interest  in  land:  Handy  v.  Car- 
ruthers,  25  0.  R.  280,  citing  Sumnners  v.  Cook,  28  Gr.  179, 
McNeill  V.  Haines,  17  0.  R.  479,  and  Lavery  v.  Purcell,  39 
•Ch.  D.  50.  While  I  recognize  that  the  evidence  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  his  wife,  parties  interested,  should  be  scrutinized 
and  accepted  with  great  caution,  I  see,  under  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  no  good  reason  for  doubting  their  evi- 
dence, and,  as  the  wife  did  not  execute  the  agreement,  it  is 
void  under  sec.  17  of  the  Homestead  Act.  .  .  .  Moreover 
the  words  "  and  timber  '^  are  ejusdem  generis,  and  mean  red 
and  white  pine  timber,  whether  growing,  standing  or  being 
en  the  lot:  Anderson  v.  Anderson,  [1895]  1  Q.  B.  749. 
Judgment  for  plaintiff  for  $78  in  addition  to  the  $150  paid 
into  Court,  and  injunction  granted  with  costs.  Counter- 
claim dismissed  without  costs. 

McGarry  &  Devine,  Renfrew,  solicitors  for  plaintiffs. 

Craig  &  McNab,  Renfrew,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


February  12th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 
CHEVALIER  v.  ROSS. 

Amendment— Pleadings-Diligence  in  Moving— Rule  312. 

An  appeal  from  the  order  of  Lount,  J.,  arite  p.  12,  was 
heard  before  a.  Divisional  Court  (Falconbridge,  C.J., 
Street,  J.,  Britton,  J.)  and  argued  by  the  same  counsel. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by 

Falconbridge,  C.J.— The  filing  of  the  memorandum 
^cording  to  form  53  (Rule  423)  was  a  mistake,  and  a  motion 
•to  rectify  wad  made  with  all  reasonable  promptness.     Emery 
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V.  Webster,  9  ii^x.  242,  decided  fifty  years  ago,  when  the 
practice  was  much  stricter,  is  a  stronger  case  than  this,  for 
there  the  money  was  taken  out  of  court.  Appeal  dismissed 
with  costs. 


Ferguson,  J.  February  12th,  1902. 

TRIAL.         ^ 

GLENN  V.  RUDD. 

Master  and  Servant — Wranoful  Dismissal — Construction  of  Agree-, 
ment — Statute  of  Frauds — R.  S.  0.  ch.  157,  sec.  5. 

Braoe  v.  Calder,  [1895]  2  Q.  B.  253,  applied. 

Action,  tried  at  London,  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
alleged  wrongful  dismissal  of  plaintiff.  The  Raymond  Com- 
pany of  Guelph  manufactured  National  cream  separators 
for  defendants,  who  had  the  sole  agency  for  Ontario,  and 
traded  as  the  Creamery  Supply  Company.  The  defendants 
appointed  the  plaintiff  sole  general  agent  for  five  western 
coimties,  and  agreed  that  the  contract  between  plaintiff 
and  them  should  remain  in  force  so  long  as  the  Raymond 
Company  should  continue  to  manufacture  separators  for 
defendants.  Subsequently  defendants  dissolved  partner- 
ship, and  each  taking  half  of  the  Province  as  his  territory,, 
continued  in  business,  the  Raymond  Company  supplying; 
each  with  separators. 

T.  T.  Macbeth,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

G.  C.  Gibbons,  K.C.,  and  J.  J.  Drew,  Guelph,  for  defend- 
ants. 

Ferguson,  J.— It  is  to  me  manifest  that  this  contract 
must  have  come  to  an  end,  and,  as  to  time,  be  perfonned 
at  any  time  the  Raymond  Company  should  cease  to  manu- 
facture the  separators  for  the  defendants.  There  was 
nothing  to  prevent  their  ceasing  so  to  do  at  any  time.  The- 
contract,  therefore,  n^ight  or  might  not  be  performed  within 
the  year.  On  this  subject  I  refer  to  sees.  274,  275,  and  276^ 
of  Browne  on  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  Addison  on  Con- 
tracts, 9th  ed.,  p.  34,  where  the  author  refers,  inter  ali-a,  to> 
McGregor  v.  McGregor,  21  Q.  B.  D.  424.  I  refer  also  to  ])p. 
428  and  429,  at  which  Lord  Esher  deals  with  Davey  v.  Shan- 
non, 4  Ex.  D.  81,  and  adopts  Murphy  v.  Sullivan.  I  am- 
decidedly  of  opinion  that  the  Statute  of  Frauds  has  no 
application  to  the  agreement  in  question,  nor  has  R.  S.  0. 
ch.  157,  sec.  5.  The  Raymond  Company  had  not  at  or  prior 
to  the  time  of  dissolution  of  defendants*  partnership,  ceased 
to  manufacture   separators  for  them.     There  was  at  that 
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period  a  valid  parol  agreement  between  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ants. According  to  the  decision  in  Brace  v.  Calder,  [1895] 
2  Q.  B.  253,  the  fact  of  the  dissolution,  which  was  of  course 
the  act  of  the  defendants,  operated  as  a  wrongful  dismissal 
of  the  plaintiff  (or  was  a  breach  of  the  agreement)  .  .  . 
The  plaintiff  seems  to  have  been  realizing  about  $50  a  mipnth, 
and  has  not  been  able  to  obtain  suitable  employment,  but 
has  been  able  to  make  only  trifling  sums  since  his  dismissal. 
1  think  he  should  not  be  put  off  with  only  nominal  damages, 
nor  yet  recover  heavy  damages,  and  upon  the  best  considera- 
tion I  can  bestow  upon  the  matter,  I  arrive  at  the  sum  of 
$300  as  damages.  I 

Judgment  accordingly  with  costs  on  High  Court  scale. 

Macbeth  &  Macpherson,  London,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Macdonald  &  Drew,  Guelph,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


February   13th,  1902. 

divisional  court. 

REX  V.  COLE. 

Criminal  Law — Incitement  to  Give  False  Evidence — Or  Evidence 
Regardless  of  its  Truth  or  Falsehood — Misdemeanour — isingle 
Justice — Grand  Jurg — Common  Law— ^Criminal  Code — Kepug- 
nancy — Bail — Entreat — C,   Code,  sees,  530,  6^1. 

Motion  by  A.  F.  Bowman  to  make  absolute  a  rule  nisi 
calling  upon  the  Attorney-General  for  Ontario  to  show  cause 
why  the  estreat  roll  upon  the  recognizance  of  bail  entered 
into  by  Oliver  Cole  and  A.  F.  Bowman,  and  the  writ  of  fi,  fa. 
and  capias  thereupon  issued,  and  all  proceedings  to  estreat, 
should  not  be  set  aside  and  proceedings  forever  stayed.  The 
c^efendant  was  committed  for  trial  by  A.  Freeborn,  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  upon  an  information  charging  that  on  January 
?th,  1901,  the  defendant  did,  at  the  village  of  Southampton, 
in  the  county  of  Bruce,  unlawfully  attempt  to  incite,  pro- 
cure, counsel  and  induce  one  Sylvester  Cole,  unlawfully, 
willingly,  and  knowingly  and  corruptly  to  commit  the  crime 
of  perjury,  by  swearing  on  the  trial  of  a  certain  election 
petition  then  soon  thereafter  coming  on  to  be  heard  of  Camp- 
bell V.  McNeill,  that  George  Smith,  C.  E.  Vanstone,  James 
John,  or  the  member  elected  for  North  Bruce,  or  some  one 
of  themv  had  corruptly  paid  him,  Sylvester  Cole,  $5  to  vote 
for  the  said  McNeill,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth  no  such 
offer  had  been  made.  The  defendant  was  admitted  to  bail  by 
the  said  justice  of  peace.  The  grand  jury  found  thereafter  a 
true  bill,  and  defendant  not  appearing,  the  presiding  Judge 
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at  the  Spring  Assizes  at  Walkerton  directed  a  warrant  to 
issue  for  his  apprehension,  and  ordered  the  bail  to  be 
estreated,  giving  effect  to  the  contention  of  the  counsel  for 
the  Crown,  viz.,  that  the  charge  was  not  one  under  sees.  120, 
121,  146,  147,  148  to  152  of  the  criminal  code  as  to  perjury, 
for  which  defendant  would  be  liable  to  imprisonment  for 
five  years,  but  that  it  came  under  sec.  530,  under  which 
defendant  is  liable  to  one*  year's  imprisonment  for  inciting 
or  attempting  to  incite  any  person  to  commit  any  offence 
under  any  statute  for  the  time  being  in  force,  and  not  incon- 
sistent with  the  code. 

C.  H.  Ritchie,  Iv.C,  for  Bowman. 

J.  R.  Cartwright,  K.C.,  for  Attorney-General  for  Ontario. 

The  judgment  of  the  Divisional  Court  (Boyd,  C,  Fer- 
guson, J.)  was  delivered  by  Boyd,  C.  : — The  offence  as  set 
out  in  the  recognizance  (the  warrant  not  being  before  the 
Court)  is  not  an  attempt  to  commit  the  crime  of  suborna- 
tion of  perjury,  as  was  argued,  but  something  less,  being  an 
incitement  to  give  false  evidence,  or  to  give  particular  evi- 
dence regardless  of  its  truth  or  falsehood,  which  is  a  mis- 
demeanour at  common  law,  punishable  by  fine  and  corporal 
punishment:  Russell  on  Crimes  III.,  p.  3.  In  such  a  case 
it  is  competent  for  a  single  justice  of  the  peace  to  commit 
for  trial,  and  also  to  admit  to  bail,  as  at  common  law.  It 
WTas  competent  for  the  grand  jury  to  go  oeyond  the  charge 
contained  in  the  magistrate's  commitment  if  founded  upon 
the  facts  or  evidence  disclosed  on  the  depositions:  C.  Code, 
8.  641.  As  to  any  such  variance  the  bail  have  no  ground 
lo  complain,  for  they  are  bound  in  a  sum  certain,  and  not 
to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  principal,  and  his  failure  to 
appear  is  the  cause  of  the  forfeiture  of  the  recognizance; 
see  R.  V.  Ridpath,  10  Mod.  152.  The  common  law  jurisdic- 
tion as  to  crime  is  still  operative,  notwithstanding  the 
Code,  and  even  in  cases  provided  for  by  the  Code,  unless 
there  is  such  repugnancy  as  to  give  prevalence  to  the  later 
law;  R.  v.  Carlile,  2  B.  &  Aid.  161.  But  here,  the  offence  as 
set  forth  in  the  recognizance  is  not  specified  in  the  Code, 
and  the  power  of  the  justice  may  be  exercised  as  at  common 
law  in  liberating  the  prisoner  into  the  hands  of  bailsmen. 
Rude  nisi  discharged  with  costs. 

J.  Frank  Palmer,  Walkerton,  solicitor  for  Bowman. 
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XacMahon,  J.  February  13th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

THOMPSON  V.  KING. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser  —  Commission  —  Reopening  Negotiation — 

AgenVs  Advertising   Expenses, 

Action  tried  at  Ottawa,  brought  to  recover  a  commission 
alter  sale  of  a  house  in  the  city  of  Ottawa  by  the  defendant, 
through  the  instrumentality  of  plaintiff,  as  he  alleges. 

R.  G.  Code,  Ottawa,  for  plaintiff. 
W.  D.  Hogg,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

MacMahon,  J. — I  do  not  think  that  it  was  through  the 
instrumentality  of  plaintifiE  that  the  negotiations  were  re- 
opened between  the  purchaser  and  defendant;  The  pur- 
chaser says  that  he  had  been  negotia.ting  with  defendant  to 
buv  before  plaintiff  spoke  of  his  being  defendant's  agent, 
and  when  plaintiff  told  him  he  was  defendant's  agent,  he 
(Fielding)  refused  to  discuss  the  matter  further.  The  plaintiff 
therefore  is  not  entitled  to  a  commission.  The  nearest  case  is 
Thompson  v.  Thomas,  11  Times  L.  R.  304,  but  it  is  clearly 
distinguishable.  On  the  authority  of  Taplin  v.  Barrett,  0 
Times  L.  R.  30,  and  Chiswick  v.  Salisbury,  3  Times  L.  R.  258. 
the  plaintiff  may  be  allowed  $45,  expenses  incurred  in  adver- 
tising, for  which  there  will  be  judgment  for  him,  with  Divi- 
sion Court  costs.  Defendant  may  set  off  the  costs  of  the 
action 

Code  &  Burritt,  Ottawa,  solicitors  for  plaintiff, 

O'Connor,  Hogg,  &  Mover,  Ottawa,  solicitors  for  defend- 
ant. 


February  13th,  1902. 
DivisroN.\L  court. 
GAUL  v.  TOWNSHIP  OF  ELLICE. 

Malicious  Arrest  and  Prosecution  —  Constable  —  Acting  Bona  Fide 
Warrant  Bad  on  its  Face— Civil  Action— Notice— Time— Muni- 
cipal Corporation  —  Resolution  of  CounHl  —  Want  of  Malice 
Vltra  Vires— Funds  for  Prosecution— JAaOility  of  Individual 
Members— Justice  of  the  Peace— Dominion  Officials  Enforcing 
Criminal  Law— Not  Within  Respondeat  Superior. 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  judgment  of  County  Court  of 
Perth,  in  exjtion  for  damages  for  malicious  prosecution,  false 
arrest,  and  imprisonment.  The  defendant  corporation,  in 
1899,  granted  an  application  made  by  one  James  Hishon,  on 
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behalf  of  himself  and  his  neighbours,  to  clean  out  a  spring 
on  a  highway,  to  be  used  for  watering  cattle.  As  soon  as 
the  spring  was  cleared,  the  plaintiffs  filled  it  in.  The 
defendant  Murr,  as  a  peace  officer  and  constable,  upon  the 
complaint  of  one  Hishon  and  others,  laid  an  information 
against  plaintiffs  for  having  wilfully  committed  damage, 
injur}',  or  spoil  to  or  upon  the  highway.  Plaintiffs  allege 
that  after  the  conviction,  which  was  made  bv  a  Justice  of  the 
Peace,  and  which  was  entirely  illegal  to  his  and  defendants' 
knowledge,  and  which  he  refused  to  enforce  until  indemni- 
fied by  a  resolution  of  defendant  corporation  to  do  so,  the 
Justice  issued  his  warrant  to'  defendant  Murr,  and  plaintiffs 
were  wrongfully  arrested,  fined,  and  imprisoned.  The  Judge 
below  held,  that  under  sec.  15  et  seq.  of  the  Criminal  Code, 
the  defendant  Murr,  acting  as  a  constable  in  pursuance  of  a 
warrant,  was  not  a  trespasser,  because  the  conviction  was 
bad;  that  acting  without  malice  and  reasonably,  he  wa^ 
entitled  to  the  protection  afforded  by  R.  S.  O.  ch.  88,  as  to 
notice  of  action,  and  time  within  which  it  must  be  brought, 
and  that  tne  defendant  corporation  were  liable  to  repay  the 
fine  imposed. 

J.  P.  Mabee,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

G.  G.  McPherson,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

The  judgment  of  the  Divisional  Court  (Boyd,  C,  Fer- 
guson, J.)  was  delivered  by  Boyd,  C. — The  defendant  Murr 
is  not  liable.  It  is  shown  that  defendant  is  a  constable  and 
acted  as  such,  and  he  is  entitled  to  all  the  protection  extend- 
ed by  the  la.w  to  public  officers  of  the  peace.  The  warrant 
being  bad  on  its  face,  the  officer  is  relieved  under  sec.  21  of 
the  Code,  but  is  still  liable  to  civil  action,  but  in  regard  tx) 
it  he  is  protected  by  K.  S.  0.  ch.  88,  which  is  pleaded.  The 
action  has  not  been  brought  within  six  months,  nor  has 
notice  hean  given:  see  also  Code  sees.  975,  976,  and  980. 
Ex  p.  McClean,  3  K  B.  R.  100,  is  contrary  to  Reg.  v.  Heffer 
man,  13  0.  R.  616.  Then  as  to  the  corporation: — There  is 
no  proof  as  regards  it,  that  the  Council  had  the  conviction 
or  warrant  l)efore  them,  or  that  thev  had  anv  knowledge  of 
its  illegality  on  the  ground  of  a  joint  fine,  and  there  is  no- 
proof  that  the  Council  was  not  acting  bona  fide  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  spring  on  the  highway.  There  is  no  evidence 
of  malice.  But  assume  that  imputed  knowledge  of  the  in- 
valid conviction  and  warrant  is  to  be  attributed  to  the  cor- 
poration, then  their  resolution  is  ultra  vires.  It  transcends 
the  powers  of  municipal  corporations  to  award  funds  foi* 
illegal  purposes.  The  legal  consequences  of  any  illegal  con- 
duct must  be  visited  on  the  offending  members:  Ferguson 
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V.  Kinnoul,  1  Bell  App.  (Scotch)  662,  Cornell  v.  Guildford, 
1  Denio  X.  Y.  510,  Pocock  v.  Toronto,  27  0.  R.  639,  Tyne- 
mouth  V.  Eby  [1899],  A.  C.  293.  The  maxim  respondeat 
superior  on  which  McGorley  v.  St.  John,  6  S.  C.  R.  531,  pro- 
ceeds, does  not  apply,  ^for  the  constable  and  Justice  were 
acting  as  Dominion  officials  in  the  enforcement  of  criminal 
law.     Appeal  dismdssed  with  costs. 

Mabee  &  Making,  Stratford,  solicitors  for  plaintiffs*. 

McPherson  &  Davidson,  Stratford,  solicitors  for  defend- 
ants. 


Boyd.  February  13th,  1902. 

Ferguson. 

divisional  court. 

FORD  V.  HODGSOX. 

^€ndor  and  PurcJuifter — Sale  of  Standing  Timber — Vendor's  Lien — 
Not  Displaced  by  Cutting  or  Sale  —  If  Timber  Capable  of 
Identification — Injunction. 

Summers  v.  Cook,  28  Gr.  179,  approved. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  judgment  of  Falgonbridge, 
C.J.,  in  action  for  injunction  and  a  declaration  that  plain- 
tiff has  a  lien  for  unjyaid  purchase  money  upon  certain  cord- 
wood  piled  on  lot  one  in  the  first  concession  of  the  township 
of  Glamorgan,  in  the  county  of  Haliburton.  On  September 
29th,  1899,  one  G.  St.  George  owned  said  lot,  and  one  R. 
Scott  owned  another  lot,  and  their  agent  made  an  agree- 
ment with  one  W.  Edgar,  to  sell  the  timber  and  trees  on  both 
lots  to  him  for  $400,  payable  $100  cash,  to  be  paid  to  Scott, 
a  promissory  note  to  him  for  $100,,  and  the  remaining  $200 
in  two  notes  payable  to  G.  St.  George.  Edgar,  at  the  timje, 
assigned  his  interest  and  endorsed  the  notes  to  one  Jason 
Shaver,  for, whom  he  was  agent.  On  November  28th,  1900, 
G.  St.  George  sold  and  conveyed  lot  one  to  plaintiff,  and 
assigned  to  him  her  right,  title,  etc.,  in  the  timber  and  trees, 
and  in  the  agreement  and  notes.  All  the  notes  remain  un- 
paid. Shaver  cut  and  removed  more  than  $400  worth  of 
timber,  and  has  now  piled  on  lot  one  about  250  cords  ot 
wood,  which  defendant  alleges  he  has  purchased,  and  was 
about  to  remove  when  the  action  was  brought.  By  inden- 
ture, dated  January  22nd,  1901,  made  by  G.  St.  George 
(now  Comber)  to  plaintiff,  it  was  recited  that  by  the  former 
conveyance  it  was  intended  to  grant  him  all  the  timber,  etc., 
rn  the  land,  but  such  a  grant  was  by  inadvertence  omitted, 
and  is  now  thereby  granted.  The  Chief  Justice  affirmed  the 
decision  of  the  local  Judge  at  Lindsay,  who  granted  the 
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injunction,  and  who  followed  Mitchell  v.  McGaffey,  6  Or. 
361,  referred  to  in  McLean  v.  Burton,  24  Gr.  1,  by  Spragge^ 
C,  at  p.  136,  in  preference  to  McCarthy  v.  Oliver,  14  C.  P. 
290,  and  held  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  lien.  Lavery 
V.  Pureill,  39  Ch.  D.  508,  Summers  v.  Cooke,  28  Gr.  17% 
and  McNeill  v.  Haines,  17  0.  R.  479,  were  also  referred  to. 
The  local  Judge  also  held  that  defendant  had  notice  because 
he  claimed  title  to  the  wood  only  through  the  contract,  and 
he  must  therefore  be  assumed  to  have  had  notice  of  all  it 
contained,  and  it  showed  $200  of  the  purchase  money  (two 
of  the  notes)  not  to  be  then  due,  and  that  the  taking  of  the 
notes  was  not  an  abandonment  of  the  lien,  referring  to  Dart 
V.  &  P.  at  p.  829,  and  cases  there  cited,  and  to  Mitchell  v. 
McGaffey,  supra. 

W.  B.  Bidden,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

B.  J.  McLaughlin,  Lindsay,  for  plaintiff. 

The  judgment  of  the  Divisional  Court  (Boyd,  C,  Fer- 
guson, J.)  was  delivered  by  Boyd,  C. — The  appeal  is  con- 
cluded by  authorities,  binding  on  this  count,  in  favour  of  the 
judgment  pronounced  at  the  trial.  The  sale  of  the  timber,, 
to  be  removed  in  three  years  by  the  purchaser,  was  of  an 
interest  in  land,  and  in  respect  of  which  a  vendor's  -lien 
arose  by  operation  of  law.  This  was  not  displaced  by  the 
cutting  or  sale  of  the  timber  as  long  as  it  could  be  identified 
and  remained  on  the  land.  The  remedy  is  by  way  of  injunc- 
tion and  enforcement  of  lien  on  the  property  so  identified, 
as  was  held  in  Summers  v.  Cook,  28  Gr.  179,  and  the  earlier 
cases  therein  cited.     Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Mcl>aughlin,  McDiarmid,  &  Peel,  Lindsay,  solicitors  for 
plaintiffs. 

G.  H.  Hopkins,  Lindsay,  solicitor  for  defendants. 


Meredith,  J.       . .  February  13th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

RE  NEWBOBX,  TOBOXTO  GENERAL  TBUSTS  COK- 

POBATIOX  V.  XEWBORX. 
iri7/  —  Construction  —  Election  —  Doirer  —  Annuitant — Lapse — in- 

testacu — **Ba  la  nee. '  * 

Summar}'  application,  under  Rule  938,  by  the  corpora- 
tion, administrator?  with  the  will  annexed  of  the  estate  of 
Richard  RobiiK<on  Xowboni,  late  of  the  township  of  Etobi- 
ooke,  farmer,  for  an  onler  declarinof  the  true  construction  of 
the  will,  which  was  executed  in  1892,  and  was  in  the  testa- 
tor*? own  handwritinir,  except  some  formal  parts,  which  were 
]irinted  in  a  common  form,  filled  up  bv  the  testator,  who 
died  in  1900.     Li  the  will  he  save  annuities  to  his  wife  and 
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only  child,  but  the  latter  predeceased  him.  The  testator  was 
illiterate;  the  will  was  not  separated  into  sentences,  nor 
punctuated.  The  material  parts  of  the  will  are  as  follows: 
— "I  give  devise,  and  bequeath  all  my  real  and  personal 
estate  ...  in  the  manner  following  ....  I  give  to 
my  wife  $200  per  year  as  long  as  she  remains  my  widow 
and  to  my  daughter  the  sum  of  $200  per  year  as  long  as  she 
remains  unmarried  but  in  case  she  marries  then  she  is  only 
to  receive  $50  per  year  the  fifty  taken  off  to  go  to  my  wife 
per  year  .  .  .  And  at  her  death  the  said  $150  is  to  go 
to  the  Toronto  Home  for  Incurables  until  the  farm  is  sold 
my  wife  and  daughter  to  have  and  to  hold  the  house  and  lot 
with  furniture  and  chattels  while  they  remain  unmarried 
at  the  death  or  marriage  of  either  of  them  it  is  to  go  to  the 
other.  But  after  the  death  or  marriage  of  both  the  house 
and  lot  is  to  be  sold  and  the  money  is  to  go  to  the  Sick 
Children^  Hospital  in  Toronto  the  above  annuities  are  to 
be  taken  out  of  the  farm  rent  .  .  .  Any  balance  of 
money  received  from  rent  .  .  .  is  to  go  with  the  inter- 
est of  what  money  is  in  the  Permanent  Building  Society  and 
interest  annually  divided  equally  bet\i'een  the  Presbyterian 
Church  at  Mimico  and  the  Toronto  Home  for  Incurables 
until  the  farm  is  sold  I  here  give  the  executors  power  to 
sell  the  farm  in  case  of  increased  expenses  or  rise  in  pro- 
perty the  amount  to  be  invested  in  first  mortgages  the 
amount  of  interest  required  to  be  used  in  place  of  rent  the 
balance  of  interest  to  go  to  the  aforesaid  two  institutions 
until  the  death  or  marriage  of  my  wife  and  daughter  after 
the  death  of  both  $1,000  goes  to  Presbyterian  Church  at 
Mimico  and  $500  to  the  Protestant  Orphans'  Home  the 
balance  to  be  divided  equally  between  the  Home  for  Incur- 
ables of  Toronto  and  the  Sick  Children's  Hospital''  The 
estate  of  the  testator  was  substantiallv  the  same  at  the  date 
of  the  will  and  at  his  death,  and  consisted  of  his  farm,  which 
was  rented,  a  small  lot  and  house  where  he  lived,  and  $2,600 
which  was  deposited  with  the  Canada  Permanent  Loan  and 
Savings  Company  at  the  time  the  will  was  made,  and  at  the 
death,  with  the  Dominion  Bank. 

W.  X.  Ferguson,  for  the  administrators. 

W.  M.  Clark,  K.C.,  for  the  Home  for  Incurables. 

E.  F.  B.  Johnston,  K.C.,  for  the  Hospital  for  Sick  Chil- 
dren. 

Huson  Murray,  for  the  Protestant  Orphans'  Home. 

J.  D.  Montgomer)',  for  the  widow. 

S.  H.  Bradford,  for  two  sisters  of  deceased. 

E.  W.  J.  Owens,  for  others  interested. 
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Meredith,  J. — The  widow  is  put  to  her  eleeHon  be- 
tween the  provisions  of  the  will  in  her  favour  and  her  dower. 
See  Hill  v.  Hill,  1  Dr.  &  War.  94,  Thompson  v.  Burris,  L.  K. 
16  Eq.  592,  Amsden  v.  Kyle,  9  0.  R.  439,  Leys  v.  Toronto 
General  Trusts  Co.,  22  0.  R.  603.  There  is  no  authority 
for  the  contention  that  because  the  first  annuitant  died  in 
the  testator's  lifetime,  those  who  were  to  taJce  at  her  death 
take  nothing.  The  annuity  is  payable  to  them  from  the 
testator's  death,  but  only  $150  a  year.  See  Hardwick  v. 
Thurston,  4  Russ.  383,  Edwards  v.  Saloway,  4  DeG.  &  Sm. 
248.  There  is  no  intestacy  as  to  the  additional  $50. 
Upon  the  facts,  as  found  by  the  Judge,  with  regard  to 
the  money  on  deposit,  there  are  no  reasons  impelling  the 
conclusion  that  therei  s  an  intestacy  as  to  the  interest  there- 
on, in  the  face  of  the  testator's  declaration  that  he  disposes 
of  all  his  property.  There  is  no  intestacy  as  to  the 
corpus  or  any  part  of  it.  By  the  word  "balance,"  the 
testator  meant  the  rest  or  residue  of  the  whole  of  his  pro- 
perty. There  is  no  intestacy  as  to  the  fuaniture  and 
chattels,  after  the  expiration  of  the  interest  therein  given 
to  the  widow;  this  property  is  included  also  in  the 
"  balance." 

Order  made  declaring  accordingly,  unless  the  findings 
as  to  the  material  facts  are  disputed,  in  which  case 
an»  action  or  issue  must  be  tried,  and  there  will  be  no  order 
upon  this  motion  as  to  costs  or  otherwise.  If  order  goes, 
costs  of  all  parties  out  of  the  estate,  those  of  the  administra- 
tors as  between  solicitor  and  client. 


February  15th,  1902. 

divisional  court. 

'      BELLING  V.  CITY  OF  HAMILTON. 

Municipal  Corporation — Highwau — ^on-repair — Varriage-wau — i^'oot^ 
uDay— Different  Standard  of  Repair— -Finding  of  Fact  by  Trial 
Judge — Revieio  of. 

Boss  V.  Litton,  5  Car.  &  P.  per  Lord  Denham,  at  p.  408, 
explained. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  County  Court 
of  Wentworth  in  action  for  damages.  The  plaintiff  was 
crossing,  in  a  diagonal  direction,  McNab  street,  at  a  point 
30  feet  distant  from  a  crossing,  when  she  slipped  on  the 
edge  of  a  hole,  about  2  feet  square  by  2  inches  deep,  in  the 
asphalt  pavement,  and  fell,  sustaining  injury.  The  evidence 
conflicted  as  to  whether  there  was  another  hole  in  the  pave- 
mentj  90  feet  away.     The  hold  in  question  was  19  feet  from 
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tlie  curb,  and  31  feet  from  the  place  where  peraons  were  in 
the  habit  of  crossing.  The  trial  Judge  found  that  :the  acci- 
A&at  was  due  to  defendants'  negligence  in  allowing  the  pave- 
ment to  be  and  remain  dangerously  out  of  repair,  considering 
the  fact  that  the  road  is  one  of  the  busiest  streets  in  Ham- 
ilton^ and  one  over  which  hundreds  of  people  are  daily 
hurrying  in  all  directions ;  that  plaintiff  had  not  been  negli- 
gent; that  the  street  was  not  suiBciently  out  of  repair 
to  be  at  all  dangerous  to  horsesi  or  vehicles;  and  gave  plain- 
tiff $150  damages. 

J.  P.  Stanton>  Hamilton,  for  defendants. 

J.  H.  Long,  Hamilton,  for  plaintiffs. 

Judgment  was  delivered  on  February  15th,  1902. 

Brixton,  J.— I  agree  fully  with  the  statement  of  the 
Chief  Justicei,  infra,  that  the  finding  of  fact  by  a  Judge 
ought  to  be  viewed  with  at  least  as  much  respect  as  such  a 
iinding  by  a  jury.  What  is  actionable  negligence  under  sec. 
606  of  the  Municipal  Act,  by  reason  of  default  of  a  corpora- 
tion to  keep  a  street  in  repair,  must  be  a  question  of  fact 
depending  upon  a  variety  of  circumstances.  A  general  rule 
as  to  the  kind  or  size  of  hole  cannot  be  laid  down.  See  as  to 
kind  of  defects  which  do  not  constitute  want  of  repair, 
Ewing  V.  Toronto,  supra,  and  Messenger  v.  Bridgetown,  31 
S.  C.  379  .  .  .  But  this  case  turns  on  the  finding  of  the 
trial  Judge  that  "the  roadway  was  not  sufficiently  out  of 
repair  to  be  at  all  dangerous  to  horses  and  vehicles."  That 
is  what  the  roadway  was  for.  .  .  .  TJnless  municipal  cor- 
porations are  to  be  insurers  against  accident,  they  ought  not 
to  be  held  liable  for  such  a  defect,  and  upon  the  fac^-*  as 
found  by  the  Judge  below.  Upon  this  point  I  agree  with 
my  brother  Street.     The  appeal  'should  be  allowed. 

Street,  J. — It  has  been  well  settled  by  a  long  line  of 
eases,  that  the  duty  imposed  upon  municipalities  by  B.  S.  0. 
ch.  223,  is  to  keep  highways  in  a  reasonable  state  of  repair, 
having  regard  to  their  situation,  and  the  travel  upon  them. 
That  is,  tiiat  the  highway  is  to  be  kept  in  such  a  state  of 
repair,  as  that  persons  using  it  might  reasonably  expect  to  do 
so  without  danger:  Castor  v.  Fxbridge,  39  IT.  C.  H.  113, 
Lucas  V.  Moore,  3  A.  R.  602,  Foley  v.  Flanborough,  29  0.  B. 
139.  The  repair  need  not  be  perfect,  nor  the  safety  of  per- 
sons using  it  insured.  ...  A  finding  of  fact  by  a  Judge 
is  to  be  treated  with  great  respect,  but,  in  the  present  case, 
we  are  not  embarrassed  in  considering  it  by  any  conflict  of 
evidence  upon  the  really  material  questions.  Besides,  courts 
are  in  the  habit  of  more  freely  reviewing  findings  of  fact  in 
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cases  tried  by  a  Judge  alone,  than  in  cases  with  a  jury,  inter 
olia,  by  reason  of  the  expense  and  uncertainty,  in  the  latter 
case,  of  a  new  trial,  and  I  see  no  good  reason  why  we  should 
hesitate  to  review  the  judgment  of  a  judge  in  a  case  against  a 
municipality  more  than  in  any  other  case.  .  .  .  With  the 
greatest  possible  respect  I  must  express  my  opinion,  that  the 
finding,  that  this  hole  or  depression  is  a  breach  of  statutory 
duty  to  keep  in  a  reasonable  state  of  repair,  carries  the  lia- 
bility of  corporations  many  degrees  further  than  it  has  ever 
been  carried  before,  and  seeks  to  impose  upon  them  a  stand- 
ard of  perfection  far  beyond  the  reasonable  state  of  repair 
which  is  the  measure  of  their  duty  under  the  statute.  The 
Judge  below  appears  to  have  erred  as  to  the  standard,  by 
basing  it  upon  the  decisions  referred  to  at  p.  911  of  2nd 
Edition  of  Elliott  on  Koads  and  Streets.  All  of  which  are 
founded  on  a  dictum  of  Lord  Denman's,  at  Nisi  Prius.  in. 
Boss  V.  Litton,  5  Car.  &  P.  at  p.  408.  ...  It  does  not 
at  all  follow  from  his  language  that  there  is  a  duty  to  keep 
carriage-ways  and  ways  for  foot  passengers  up  to  the  same 
standard.  .  .  .  The  degree  of  repair  in  which  each  is  to 
be  kept  is  to  be  measured  by  the  use  for  which  it  is  intended. 
The  carriage-way  was  not  out  of  repair,  and"  it  is  erroneous 
to  hold  that  it  must  be  kept  so  as  to  ensure  foot  passengers 
against  accident.  That  is  a  mistake  in  view  of  Lord  Den- 
man's remarks.  .  .  .  And  so  when  the  Judge  below 
held  that  the  c.rriage-way  wfis  not  improperly  kept,  so  far 
as  vehicles  are  concerned,  I  think  he  put  the  plaintiff  out  of 
Court.  Moreover,  after  a  careful  review  of  the  evidence,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  the  condition 
of  this  roadway  was  such  as  to  lead  any  reasonable  man  to 
foresee  the  renjotest  chance  of  danger  to  any  person,  either 
on  foot  or  in  a  carriagei,  f;rom  the  hole,  and,  therefore,  the 
defendants  were  not  guilty  of  ngligence  with  respect  to  it: 
Ewing  V.  Toronto,  29  0.  R.  197,  Burroughs  v.  Milwaukee,  86 
North  Wefet  Keporter  159.  .  .  .  Because  the  line  be- 
tween a  dangerous  defect  and  one  not  dangerous  is  a  difficult 
or  impossible  one  to  define,  and  a  hard  and  fast  rule  cainnot 
be  laid  down,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  finding  of  the  trial 
Judge  must  be  accepted.  We  cannot,  by  such  reasoning, 
refuse  the  responsibility  of  dealing  with  each  case  upon  it« 
own  merits  ...  We  are  bound  in  each  case  to  enquire, 
whether  the  defect  in  question  was  one  from  which  a  reason- 
able man  would  have  apprehended  danger. 

The  appeal  should  be  allowed. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — Inasmuch   as    the    municipalitiej» 
have  secured  legislation  (to  which  they  would  seem  to  be  in. 
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nowise  better  entitled  than  railways  or  insurance  companies 
or  any  other  corporation)  transferring  the  trial  of  certain 
actions  for  negligence  from  a  jury  to  a  Judge,  it  occurs  to 
me,  that  the  finding  of  fact  of  their  chosen  tribunal  ought  to 
be  viewed  with  at  least  as  much  respect  as  that  which  is 
accorded  to  the  finding  of  a  jury,  and  unless  we  are  prepared 
to  hold,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the  depression  or  hole,  which 
existed  here,  was  not  an  actionable  defect  in  the  highway, 
the  judgment  ought  to  be  upheld.  I  do  not  know  of  any 
Canadian  cases  which  would  •c6mpel  us  to  so  hold.  There 
is  at  least  one  in  the  U.  S.  which  would  probably  go  that 
far.  Burroughs  v.  Milwaukee,  supra,  but  in  considering  these 
authorities,  regard  must  always  be  had  to  the  law  relating 
to,  and  standard  of  maintenance  of,  highways  of  the  particu- 
lar place  or  state.  I  do  not  feel  called  on  to  generalize 
further  in  the  present  case.  Whether  the  plaintiff  using 
the  highway  was  exercising  ordinary  care,  was  also  a  ques- 
tion of  fact  for  the  Judge.  Proceeding  on  a  way  known  to 
be  defective  is  not  necessarily  inconsistent  with  reasonable 
care.  A  pedestrian  is  not  guilty  of  negligence  merely  be- 
cause he  walks  on  the  roadway,  and  he  may  cross  a  street  at 
any  point  without  waiting  to  reach  a  crossing:  Boss  v.  Litton, 
^upro,  Beven  on  Nosriigence,  Vol.  1,  p.  659,  Thompson  on 
Highways,  1881,  p.  441.  In  my  opinion  the  appeal  ought  to 
be  dismissed. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs,  and  action  dismissed  with 
costs. 

Lee,  Farmer,  &  Stanton,  Hamdlton,"  solicitors  for  plain- 
tiff. 

Farmer  &  Long,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


Fergusox,  J.  February  ISth,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

BURKE  v.  BURKE. 

hatfter  and  Servant— Liability  of  Master  for  Act  of  Servant— Tres- 
pass to  Person  —  Forcible  Removal  of  —  By  Owner  from  his 
rioHse— Unnecessary  Force— Continuation  of  After  Removals 
Continuous  Act— Solicitor— Damages  by  Jury  for  Specific  Acts 
General  Damages  besides  on  Erroneous  Assumption  of 
Liability— Effect  of. 

Action,  tried  at  London  with  a  jur}%  brought  to  recover 

damages  for  assault  by  defendants,  and  for  ejecting  plaintiff 

from  the  house  of  M.  J.  Burke,  an  American  Consul,  at  the 

ntv  of  St.  Thomas,  and  using  unnecessan'  violence  in  so 
doing. 
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E.  Meredith,  K.C.,  and  P.  H.  Bartlett,  London,  for 
plaintiff. 

J.  A.  Eobinson,  St.  Thomas,  for  defendant  Cook. 

J.  M.  McEvoy,  London,  for  defendant  Burk€. 

Joseph  Montgomery,  for  defendant  Robinson. 

Ferguson,  J. — The  jury  answered  a  series  of  questions 
and  made  assessments.  By  consent,  anv  part  or  parts  of  the 
case,  whether  of  law  or  fact,  ilot  fully  covered  by  tlie  findings^ 
were  to  be  considered  and  determined  by  me.  The  undis- 
puted evidence  shews  that  defendant  Burke  was  some  years 
ago  appointed  American  Consul  at  St.  Thomas,  and  that  he 
invited  plaintiff,  his  first  cousin  and  foster-sister,  then  living 
in  Chicago,  to  come  and  live  with  him  in  his  family,  w^hile  he 
would  hold  the  office,  a  period  of  about  four  years.  The 
plaintiff  accepted  the  invitation,  and  parted  with  a  little 
business  she  had,  and  went  to  St  Thomas.  The  authorities 
shew  clearly  that  plaintiff,  notwithstanding,  had  no  legal 
right  to  remain  in  defendant  Burke's  home  against  his  will, 
no  matter  how  commendable  her  conduct  while  there  may 
have  been*.  .  .  .  Personal  differences  arose,  and  defend- 
ant Burke  consulted  a  lawyer,  defendant  Kobinson,  who 
requested  plaintiff  to  leave  Burke's  house,  and  she  de- 
clined, no  doubt  thinking  that  owing  to  his  invitation, 
and  her  coming  from  Chicago  in  purusance  of  it,  she  had  a 
right  to  remain.  Eobinson,  still  acting  for  Burke,  employed 
defendants.  Cook  and  Donahue,  giving  them  full  instructions 
not  to  use  unnecessary  violence  in  removing  plaintiff  from 
the  house,  and  not  to  act  unless  under  Burke's  instructions. 
Cook  and  Donahue  went  to  Burke,  and  told  him  their 
instructions,  and  he  told  them  to  remove  the  plaintiff, 
and  to  act  in  accordance  with  Robinson's  instructions. 
The  plaintiff  was  removed  accordingly  and  in  Burke^s 
presence.  I  do  not  think  Robinson  is  liable.  He  acted 
as  a  solicitor.  It  was  Burke,  the  master  and  owner 
of  the  house,  who  ordered  the  men  to  expel  plaintiff.  Dona- 
hue's name  has  been  stricken  from  the  record.  Cook  is  the 
one,  who  actually  removed  plaintiff.  The  jury  have  found 
thai  unneeessarv  force  was  used,  and  have  assessed  the  dam- 
ages  at  $200,  and  on  the  authority  of  Ferguson  v.  Roblin, 
17  0.  R.  167,  and  eases  there  collected,  I  think  defendants 
Cook  and  Burke  are  liable  for  this  sum.  The  jury  have 
also  found  $300  damages  for  what  occurred  after  the  plain- 
tiff passed  the  boundary  of  Burke's  house.  She  was  put 
and  held  in  a  cab,  and  driven  to  a  Mrs.  Peters'  house.     The 
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evidence  shows  that  what  was  done  to  plaintiflE  was  one  con- 
tinuous act,  and  on  the  authorities  referred  to,  supra,  the 
defendants  Cook  and  Burke  are  liable  as  joint  wrongdoers. 
In  answer  to  the  eighth  question  put  to  them,  viz. :  Q.  If 
the  whole  conduct  if  ihe  defendants  was  wrongful,  what 
damages  do  you  give  the  plaintiff  for  this?  The  jury  gave 
$1,000.  This  was  on  the  assumption  by  them  that  there 
existed  no  right  whatever  to  remove  the  plaintiff  fronu  the 
house,  and  hence  that  the  whole  conduct  from  the  beginning 
was  wrongful.  This  assessment,  based  as  it  was  upon  an 
erroneous  hypothesis,  should  have  no  effect  whatever.  The 
result  is  that  the  action  should  be  dismissed  with  costs  as 
against  Bobinson,  and  there  should  be  judgment  for  plain- 
tiff against  defendants  Burke  and  Cook  for  $500  damages, 
vrith  costs. 

B.  M.  C.  Toothe,  London,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

McCrimmon  &  Wilson,  St.  Thomas,  solicitors  for  defend- 
ant M.  J.  Burka 

H.  B.  Travers,  St.  Thomas,  solicitor  for  defendant  J.  A. 
Robinson..  I 

J.  A.  Bobinson,  St  Thomas,  solicitor  for  defendant  J. 
W.  Cook.  I 


Street,  J.  February  17th,  1902, 

CHAMBERS. 

BE  WATTS. 

i'riminal  Law — Foreign  Criminal  Law — Presumption^Vhiia-steah 
ing  by  Father — Extradition  Proceedings — Foreign  Decree  of 
Divorce — Collusion — Practice — Cotitempt  of  Court — Crim,  Code, 
see,  284* 

Be  Murphy,  26  0.  B.  177,  followed. 

Motion,  on  return  of  writ  of  habeas  corpus  with  certiorari 
in  aid,  for  discharge  of  prisoner.  The  evidence  shows  that 
the  prisoner  was  married  to  the  complainant,  Mary  E. 
Watts,  in  1895,  in  the  State  of  Illinois,  which  was  their 
domicil.  A  child  was  born  in  1897,  and  in  1900  an  abso- 
lute divorce  on  the  ground  of  cruelty  was  granted  to  the 
complainant,  and  by  terms  of  the  decree,  the  prisoner  was 
to  be  at  liberty  to  see  the  child  at  all  suitable  times,  but 
the  custody  was  given  to  the  complainant.  The  prisoner 
one  day  took  the  child  and  did  not  return  it  the  same  day, 
or  the  next,  as  usual,  but  took  it  out  of  the  State  of  Illinois, 
and  eventually  brought  it  into  Canada.     The  grand  jury  of 
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the  county  of  Saugaman,  Illinois,  found  a  true  bill  against 
the  prisoner,  for  that  "  he  did  wilfully  and  without  lawful 
authority,  forcibly  and  feloniously  take  and  carry  away  one 
Catharine  H.  Watts,  an  infant  under  the  age  of  12  years, 
without  the  consent  of  the  lawful  custodian  of  such  cnud, 
contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case,''  etc.; 
another  count  charged  the  same  offence,  leaving  out  the 
word  "  forcibly,'^  and  adding  that  the  child  was  taken  away 
with  intent  to  deprive  its  lawful  custodian  of  its  custody. 
The  prisoner  was  arrested  and  lodged  in  jail  at  Sandwich 
for  extradition,  and  subsequently  admitted  to  bail. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  F.  A.  Anglin,  for  prisoner. 
G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  for  complainant. 

Street,  J.,  held,  following  Ee  MuqDhy,  26  0.  R.  177, 
that  proof  of  foreign  law  by  the  complainant  is  unnecessary, 
and  in  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary  on  behalf  of  defend- 
ant, it  must  be  assumed  that  the  law  relating  to  crimes 
scheduled  to  extradition  act  is  the  same  in  Canada  as  in  the 
State  of  Illinois;  also,  that  sec.  284  Crim.  Code,  as  to  child- 
Ftealing,  is  wide  enough  to  cover  this  case;  also,  that  objec- 
tions to  the  validity  of  the  foreign  decree  on  the  ground  of 
collusion,  and  that  prisoner  acted  in  the  bona  fide  belief  of 
his  right,  are  matters  of  defence  open  to  prisoner  on  a  trial, 
but  not  on  these  proceedings;  and  also,  that  the  fact  that 
the  act  charged  may  be  a  contempt  of  Court  does  not  pre- 
vent it  being  also  a  crime.     Prisoner  remanded  to  custody. 

Murphy,  Sale,  &  O'Connor,  Windsor,  solicitors  lor 
prisoner. 

Clark,  Cowan,  Bartlett,  &  Bartlett,  Windsor,  solicitors 
for  complainant. 


THE 

Ontario  Weekly  Reporter. 

(To  AND  INOLUIIIIIQ  FlBlttAlY  22110,  1802,) 

■  t  »■ 

Vol.  I.         TORONTO,  FEBRUARY  27,  1902.  No.  7. 

MoRSOK^  JuN.Co.J.  Febucaby  17th,  1902. 
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McCANN  V.  SLATER. 

rarent  and  Child— Liamity  of  Parent  for  Tort  of  Child  Eight 
Years  Old — Master  and  Servant — Isolated  Act  —  Habitual 
Miwhietouaness  —  Knowledge  of  Parent  —  Division  Ci*urts 
Act,  sec.  73, 

Moon  V.  Towers,  8  C.  B.  N.  S.  611,  referred  to. 

Action  for  $60  damages  to  a  plate-glass  window  in  thf; 
store  No.  208  Dundas  Street,  Toronto,  owned  by  the  plaintiff, 
and  caused  by  the  defendant's  son,  eight  years  old,  throwing 
a  stone. 

W.  Howard  Shaver,  for  plaintiff. 

A.  Fasken,  for  defendant. 

MoKSON,  JuN.Co.J. : — There  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  facts, 
and  it  did  not  appear  why  the  child  was  on  the  street  at  the 
time  or  on  what  business  (if  any),  for  had  he  been  on  the  de- 
fendant's business  the  result  might  have  been  different.    The 
law  seems  to  be  well  settled  that,  speaking  generally,  an  infant, 
no  matter  how  young,  is  liable  for  its  own  wrongful  acts,  and 
nf#t  the  parent.    It  is  also  well  settled  law  that  in  order  to 
make  one  person,  whether  parent  or  not,  liable  for  the  wrong- 
ful act  of  another,  whether  child  or  not,  the  relationship  of 
master  and  servant  must  exist  between  them,  and  the  servant 
guilty  of  the  wrongful  or  negligent  act  must  at  the  time  be 
actmg  in   the   employment  of   or  on  the  master's  business. 
The  plaintiff  in  this  case  would  therefore  have  to  prove  that 
the  defendant's  child  was  his  servant.    This,  of  course,  would 
be  a  manifest  absurdity  in  view  of  the  child's  tender  years 
and  its  relationship  to  the  defendant,  and  in  the  absence  of 
any  evidence  of  employment.  There  might  be  cases,  however, 
under  different  circumstances  as  to  age  and  otherwise,  where 
this  relationship  of  master  and  servant  might  be  presumed  to 
exist.    In  Pile  v.  linger,  27  A.  R.  at  p.  471,  Mr.  Justice  Osier 
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says  that  in  the  case  of  a  minor  child  living  at  home  and  old 
enough  to  perform  work,  this  relationship  might  be  presumed^ 
but  does  not  expressly  so  decide.-  Even  if  1  could  lind  it  did 
exist,  which  I  cannot,  it  would  still  have  to  be  shewn  that  at 
the  time  of  doing  the  damage,  the  child  was  on  tiie  defend- 
ant'9  business,  as  to  which  there  was  no  evidence,-  and  I 
would,  therefore,  have  to  find  it  was  not.  As  to  this  relation- 
ship of  parent  and  child  I  might  appropriately  quote  the 
following  from  the  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice  Willes  in 
Moon  v.  Towers,  8  C.  B.  N".  S.  615:— "I  am  not 
aware  of  any  such  relationship  between  a  father  and 
a  son,  though  the  son  be  living  with  his  father  as 
a  member  of  his  family,  as  will  make  the  acts  of  the  son  more 
binding  upon  the  father  than  the  acts  of  anybody  else.  I 
apprehend  that  when  it  is  established  that  a  father  is  not 
liable  upon  contracts  made  by  his  son  within  age,  except  they 
be  for  necessaries,  it  would  be  going  against  the  whole  tenor 
of  the  law  to  hold  him  to  be  liable  for  his  son^s  trespasses. 
The  tendency  of  juries,  where  persons  under  age  have  in- 
curred debts  or  committed  wrongs,  to  make  their  relative* 
pay,  should,  in  my  opinion,  be  checked  by  the  Courts.'^ 
The  defendant  in  the  present  case  is  clearly  then  not  liable. 
buL  the  child  alone  is,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  it  is  only 
eight  years  old.  In  an  American  case,  Hutchinson  v.  Engel, 
17  Wis.  231,  an  infant  of  seven  years  old  was  held 
liable  in  trespass  for  breaking  down  shrubbery  and  flowers 
in  a  neighbour's  garden.  If  the  plaintiff  had  been  able  to  shew 
that  the  defendant's  child,  of  such  tender  years,  had  been  in 
the  habit  of  breaking  glass  or  doing  other  damage,  to  the 
knowledge  of  its  parent,  who  did  not  choose  then  to  take 
ordinary  care  to  see  that  it  did  no*",  exercise  its  damaging  pro- 
pensities to  the  detriment  of  otVieiS,  either  by  not  allowing 
it  out  unattended  or  by  keeping  it  in  altogether,*  I  think 
I  should  have  in  such  case  held  him  liable,  on  the  broad 
principle  of  equity  and  good  conscience  referred  to  in  sec. 
73  of  the  Division  Courts  Act,  and  so  often  invoked  by  mo 
where  administering  strict  law  would  work  a  hardship.  In 
the  absence  of  this  knowledge,  I  do  not  think  the  law  im- 
poses any  duty  on  a  parent  to  see  that  his  child  of  tender 
years  is  attended,  when  on  the  streets,  in  order  to  prevent 
it  doing  damage,  but  I  think  that  when  the  parent  knows  of 
its  mischievous  or  destructive  habits  he  should  be  held 
responsible  for  all  the  damage  it  does,  unless  he  takes  reason- 
able steps  to  avoid  it.  For  the  reasons,  then,  that  I  have 
stated,  I  must  give  judgment  for  the  defendant,  but  without 
costs. 


*  See  intereeting  article  in  85  L.  J.  238,  entitled  **  Children's  Migohief.*' 
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OsLER,  J.  A.  Februauy  17th,  1902. 

C.  A.  Chambers. 

Re  WATTS. 

Criminal  Law — Extradition — Habeas  Corpus — Appeal — Single  Judge 
of  Court  of  Appeal — Jurisdiction  as  to  Bail — Discretion — R,  S. 
O,  ch,  88 — Judicature  Act,  sec,  54. 

Motion  on  behalf  of  prisoner  to  admit  him  to  bail  pending 
an  appeal  from  order  of  Street,  J.,  (ante  p.  129),  upon  re- 
turn of  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  remanding  him  to  custody 
for  extradition.  Pending  the  proceedings  below,  Britton,  J,, 
admitted,  on  consent,  the  prisoner  to  bail,  on  condition  that 
in  the  event  of  his  being  remanded  for  extradition  he  would 
forthwith  surrender  himself  to  Ihe  keeper  of  the  gaol  at 
Windsor. 

F.  A.  Anglin,  for  Watts. 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  for  complainant. 

OsLER,  J.A. : — An  order  should  not  be  made,  for  it  does 
not  appear  that  the  prisoner  is  in  actual  custody,  and  it  ia 
doubtful  whether  a  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  has  power, 
on  an  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeal  under  R.  S.  0.  ch.  83, 
to  admit  to  bail,  such  a  matter  not  being  incidented  to  the 
appeal,  and  so  capable  of  being  dealt  with  by  a  single  Judge 
under  sec  54  of  the  Judicature  Act.  Moreover,  if  it  rested 
in  discretion  to  grant  bail,  one  would  be  slow  to  admit  to 
bail  a  person  who  has  been  committed  for  extradition,  but 
upon  the  power  of  the  full  Court  to  do  so,  I  do  not  for  a 
xnoment  reflect.* 


February   17tli,  1902, 

DIVISIONAL  COURT. 

WILLIAMS  V:  COOK. 

iSale  of  Goods — Contract — Failure  to  Supply  Goods  Cmtrttcted  fnr — 
Breach — Giiarantu — Remedy—Division  Court  Action— Bar  after 
Judgment  hut  not  after  Settlement  before  Trial. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  judgment  of  MacMahon.  J. 
Action  to  recover  damages  for  breach  of  contract  to  deliver 
two  dynamos,  the  breach  alleged  being  that  they  were  second 
hand  "and  inferior  in  quality  to  those  contracted  for,  and  for 
other  breaches.  Defendant  denied  the  breach,  and  alleged 
that  plaintiff  had  bought  the  dynamos  with  a  guarantee,  which 
had  been  complied  with,  and  that  plaintiff  had  brought  an 

*  On  February  19tfa,  the  pending  appeal  oame  on  for  hearing  before 
ihe  fall  Coort,  which  expressed  a  doabt  as  to  the  jarisdiction  to  admit 
to  bail  in  extradition  oases,  and  refnsed  to  hear  the  appeal  until  the  con- 
ation of  the  bail  bond  had  been  complied  with,  and  the  appellant  was 
«bewn  to  be  in  close  cnstody.— Ed. 
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action  in  a  Division  Court  for  the  same  breaches  of  the 
contract  as  set  up  in  this  action,  and  that  a  settlement  of 
all  matters  in  dispute  in  that  action  was  had,  the  action 
withdrawn;  a  delivery  made  of  certain  fixtures,  and  payment 
of  moneys  made,  and  a  release  given  of  a  claim  by  defendant 
for  $75,  in  full  discharge  and  satisfaction  of  all  claims  under 
the  contract.  Defendant  also  alleged  that  the  dynamos  were 
fit  for  their  intended  purpose,  and  that  plaintiff  had  after  a 
fair  trial  accepted  and  paid  for  them. 

J.  T.  Garrow,  K.C.^  for  appellant. 

W.  Proudf oot,  Goderich,  for  plaintiflE. 

The  Divisional  Court  (Falconbridoe,  C.J.,  Steeet,  J., 
Brittox,  J.),  held,  Britton,  J.,  dissenting,  as  follows: — 
The  following  are  the  material  parts  of  the  contract: — 
"Henry  Cook,  please  ship  to  my  address  two  Manchester- 
type  dynamos  .  •  .  The  dynamos  must  be  manufacture<T 
by  the  United  Electric  Co.  of  Toronto,  and  their  latest  im- 
proved compound  two-field  type  machine  must  be  furnislied. 
and  guaranteed  against  any  inherent  defects  due  to  bad  work- 
manship or  material  for  one  year  after  starting.  The  manu- 
facturing companv's  guarantees  to  be  taken  by  you.  .  .  /* 
Plaintiff  repeatedly  complained  about  the  way  the  machines 
were  working.  On  24th  October,  1900,  he  brought  an  action 
in  a  Division  Court  against  defendant  for  not  supplying  him 
with  one  volt  and  other  articles,  claiming:  $100.  The  action 
should  have  come  on  for  trial  on  5th  November,  1900,  but 
before  that  date  plaintiff  agreed  to  withdraw  it  upon  cer- 
tain terms.  Afterwards  plaintiff  alleges  he,  for  the  first 
time,  discovered  that  the  dynamos  were  second  hand,  and  h^ 
then  commenced  this  action.  The  Jude:e  at  the  trial  found 
that  the  bargain  made  was  for  new  dynamos,  nnd  not  for 
second  hand  ones,  and  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  J^50  for 
certain  articles  not  supplied  to  him.  We,  after  several  times- 
reviewing  the  evidence,  agree  with  his  findincrs.  but  it  is 
7>ecessary  to  consider  the  losral  ohiections  raised  bv  def'^ndant 
He  urged  that  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  wns,  und*>r  the 
forms  of  the  contract,  limited  to  the  guarantee  or  promise  of 
the  defendant  contained  in  the  contract  to  correct  "anv  in- 
herent defect  in  the  machines,  due  to  bad  workmanship  or 
materials,  for  one  year  from  starting."  But  this  is  not  an 
action  upon  any  guarantee^  either  express  or  implied,  but  for 
damaffcs  because  the  thing  supplied  to  plaintiff  was  not 
the  thing  he  contracted  for,  but  something  different,  and  of 
lrs&  value,  and  he  can  now  maintain  this  action :  Chanter  v. 
Hopkinj^,  4  M.  &  W.  399,  404;  Gosling  v.  Kingsford,  13  C. 
B.  N.  S.  447 ;  Azoman  v.  Casella.  L.  B.  2  C.  P.  431 :  Smith 
v.  Hughes,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  597 ;  Heilhutt  v.  Hiokson,  L.  R.  7  C. 
P.    438 ;    Shepherd   v.  Kain.  5   B.  &  Aid.    240 ;  Cowdry  t. 


135 

Thomas,  36  L.  T.  N.  S.  22 ;  May  v.  McDougaU,  18  S.  C.  E. 
700.  The  contract,  as  we  construe  it,  was  for  new  dynamos, 
and  it  was  not  satisfied  by  the  delivery  of  the  old  ones  re- 
painted. The  right  to  recover  damages  for  a  difEerence  ol 
this  kind  is  something  entirely  distinct  from  the  right  of 
action  upon  the  guarantee,  that  being  accepted  upon  the 
fundamental  understanding  that  the  thing  contracted  for 
should  be  supplied:  Bowes  v.  Shand,  2  App.  Cas.,  per  Lord 
Blackburn  at  p.  480.  The  plaintifE,  upon  the  weight  of 
evidence,  is  entitled  to  the  $50  assessed  at  the  trial,  for, 
though  the  articles  not  supplied  were  in  question  in  the  Divf- 
sion  Court  action,  they  were  never  supplied  pursuant  to  the 
settlement.  That  settlement  might  have  been  an  answer  to 
the  whole  cause  of  action,  if  it  had  gone  to  trial  or  judgment : 
Wright  V.  London  Omnibus  Co.,  2  Q.  B.  D.  271;  Brunsden 
V.  Humphrey,  14  Q.  B.  D.  141 ;  Nelson  v.  Couch,  15  C.  B. 
N.  S.  99;  but  it  did  not,  and  the  question  as  to  what  was 
covered  by  the  settlement  is  one  of  fact,  and  we  find  on  the 
evidence  thart  no  right  of  action  for  damages  for  breach  of 
the  contract  to  deliver  new  dynamos,  that  breach  not  being 
in  fact  known  to  plaintiff,  or  for  warranty  as  to  their  work- 
ing, was  included  in  that  settlement:  Lee  v.  Lancashire  E. 
W.  Co.,  L.  E.  6  Ch.  527. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs,  Britton,  J.,  dissenting. 

Proudfoot  &  Hayes,  Goderich,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Garrow  &  Garrow,  Goderich,  solicitors  for  defendant. 


Ferguson,  J.  February  18th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

SHAEKEY  V.  WILLIAMS. 

Sale  of  Goods — Conditional  Sale— Hire  Receipt — Removal  for  Non- 

payment. 

Action,  tried  at  Ottawa,  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
illegal  seizure  and  removal  of  a  piano,  which  plaintiff  had 
purchased  from  defendants  on  the  usual  hire  receipt  plan, 
and  which,  upon  three  payments  of  $5  each  becoming  in 
arrear,  they  removed  from  her  premises,  on  7th  July,  1901, 
The  contract  provided  that  the  purchase  money  was  to  be- 
come due  on  default  of  any  payment,  and  defendants*  agent 
demanded  $115  balance  due,  and,  not  receiving  it,  removed 
tbe  piano.  Subsequently  the  defendants  gave  back  to  plain- 
tiff's agent  the  piano  and  received  the  payments  in  arrear  and 
$5  costs  of  removal,  the  latter  under  protest. 

P.  H.  Bartlett,  London,  and  E.  M.  C.  Toothe,  London, 
for  plaintiff. 

E.  Meredith,  K.C.,  and  J.  0.  Dromgole,  London,  for  de- 
fendant. 
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Ferguson,  J.,  after  a  careful  perusal  of  the  evidence,  held 
that  defendants  had  not  done  anything  which  they  were  not 
entitled  to  do  under  the  contract.  Action  dismissed  with 
costs. 

B'  M.  C.  Toothe,  London,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

Meredith,  Judd,  Dromgole,  &  Elliott,  London,  solicitors 
for  defendants. 


February  19th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

Re  GLENN. 

BEX  V.  MEEHAN. 
Justice  of  the  Peace — Refusal   to  take  Information — Order  nisi — 
Forum — Single  Judge — Divisional  Court — R,  8,  0,  ch,  88,  sec. 
G^R.  8.  0.  ch.  223,  sec.  193  (f). 

Orders  nisi  under  B.  S.  0.  ch.  88,  sec.  6,  to  compel  auy 
justice  of  the  peace  to  do  an  act  relating  to  his  duties  as 
such  justice,  are  not  final,  but  appealable,  and  the  applica- 
tion for  such  orders  must  be  made  to  a  Single  Judge  pitting 
as  the  High  Court,  and  not  to  a  Divisional  Court.  ^ 

Motion  by  A.  D.  Turner  to  make  absolute  an  ordi»r  nisi 
calling  upon  James  Morrison  Glenn,  K.C.,  police  magis- 
trate for  the  city  of  St.  Thomas,  to  shew  cause  why  a  man- 
damus should  not  issue  commanding  him  to  receive  the  oath 
of  Turner  to  a  certain  complaint  in  writing,  preferred  by 
Turner  against  Patrick  Meehan,  not  couchod  in  the  exact 
wording  of  sec.  193  {f)  of  the  Municipal  Act,  and  charging 
defendant  with,  after  having  voted  once  at  the  election  of 
mayor  and  aldermen  for  the  city  of  St.  Thomas  in  January, 
1902,  applying  at  the  sameMection  for  a  ballot  paper  in  his 
own  name,  contrary  to  the  said  section. 

I.  r.  Hellmuth,  for  Turner. 

J.  B.  Cartwright,  K.C.,  for  Attorney-General  for  Ontario. 

E.  E.  A.  DuVernet,  for  magistrate,  objected  that  the 
motion  under  B.  S.  0.  ch.  88,  sec.  6  should  be  to  a  single 
Judge  in  Court.  The  motion  was  heard  subject  to  the  ob- 
jection. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Street,  J.,  Britton,  J.) 
was  delivered  by — 

.  Street,  J.: — The  order  nisi  and  the  order  absolute  pro- 
vided for  by  B.  S.  0.  ch.  88,  sec.  6,  are  civil,  not  criminal, 
proceedings,  although  the  act  which  the  justice  is  ordered  to 
do  may  be,  as  here,  the  taking  of  an  information  for  a  crim- 
inal offence,  and  although  the  proceedings  are  taken  in  the 
name  of  the  King.  It  is,  therefore,  to  the  Judicature  Act 
and  Bules  of  Court,  taken  along  with  the  section  above 
quoted,  that  we  must  look  in  order  to  ascertain  the  tribunal 
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in  which  the  proceedings  are  to  be  taken,  that  is  to  say,  in 
order  to  ascertain  what  is  meant  by  the  High  Court  in  the 
section.    If  this  application  is  one  of  the  matters  assigned  by 
the  Judicature  Act,  sec.  G7,  or  by  any  llule  of  Court  to  be 
hoard  by  a  Divisional  Court,  it  is  properly  before  this  Court. 
It  could  only  be  so  under  sec.  Go  (a),  which  assigns  "pro- 
ceedings directed  by  any  statute  to  be  taken  before  the  Court, 
in  which  the  decision  of  the  Court  is  final,"  that  is,  not  appeal- 
able.   Now,  though  no  appeal  is  given  by  sec.  G,  the  order  is 
in  fact  in  the  nature  of  the  former  writ  of  prerogative  manda- 
mus, and  of  the  present  order  of  mandamus  granted  upon  mo- 
tion under  the  Judicature  Act  and  Rules,  which  is  clearly  a 
matter  in  which  an  appeal  lies.    There  is,  therefore,  no  appar- 
ent reason  why  an  order  made  under  the  section  in  question 
should  not  take  its  place  alongside  orders  of  a  similar  char- 
acter and  fall  under  sub-sec.  1  of  sec.  75  of  the  Judicature 
Act.    The  fact  that  the  order  may  be  made  under  sec.  6  by  a 
County  Court  Judge  is  not  of  consequenee,  because,  by  R.  S. 
O.  ch.  55,  sec.  52,  an  appeal  from  his  order  is  given.    There- 
fore, orders  under  sec.  6  are  not  final,  but  appealable,  and 
should  be  made  before  a  single  Judge  sitting  as  the  High 
Court.    The  matter,  however,  has  been  fully  argued,  and  by 
consent  of  parties  a  further  argument  may  be  unnecessary. 
If  consent  is  forthcoming  within  one  week,  judgment  upon 
the  merits  will  be  delivered  hy  a  single  member  of  this  Court ; 
otherwise  the  rule  nisi  will  be  discharged  without  costs,  and 
without  prejudice  to  a  further  application  to  a  single  Judge 
in  Court 

McLean  &  Cameron,  St.  Thomas,  solicitors  for  Meehan. 

McEvoy  &  Perrin,  London,  solicitors  for  complainant. 


February   19tii,  1902. 
divisional  couht. 
SUMMERS  v.  COUNTY  OF  YORK. 

Municipal  Corporation — Hightcau — Ouard  at  Approach  to  Bridge— 
Negligence  of  Electric  Street  Railway  Company— No  crcuse  for 
Corporation, 

Foley  V.  East  Flamborough,  26  0.  R.  43,  approved. 

Hill  V.  New  River  Co.,  9  B.  &  S.  303,  referred  to. 

Atkinson  v.  Chatham.  31  S.  C.  R.  61,  distinguislied. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  County  Court 
of  York  in  action  for  damages  for  injuries.  The  plaintiff 
was  driving  a  team  of  horses,  attached  to  a  waggon.  As  he 
was  crossing  the  bridge  on  Yonge  street  at  York  Mills  an 
electric  car  approached,  and  plaintiff  jumped  out  and  held 
the  head  of  the  horse  nearest  the  car,  and  alleges  that  he 
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would  have  been  able  to  control  both  horses,  but  they  were 
further  terrified  by  the  rumbling  sound  of  the  car  as  it 
entered  on  the  bridge,  and  they  dragged  him  in  a  south- 
westerly direction  across  the  railway  tracks  to  the  top  of  a 
bank  six  feet  high,  when  he  had  to  let  go,  and  the  waggon 
and  horses  went  over  into  the  ditch.  The  Judge  below  held 
that  plaintiff  was  not  guilty  of  negligence;  that  the  neglect 
of  duty,  if  any,  of  the  railway  company  would  not  excuse 
defendants  for  not  properly  guarding  the  highway:  Hill  v. 
New  Kiver  Co.,  9  B.  &  S.  303;  and  that  the  highway  was 
out  of  repair  by  reason  of  there  not  being  a  guard  rail  along 
the  bank,  thus  bringing  this  case  within  Toms  v.  Whitby, 
34  U.  C.  R.  195. 

C.  C.  Eobinson,  for  defendants. 

J.  H.  Moss  for  third  parties,  the  Metropolitan  Railway 
Company. 

W.  Cook,  for  plaintiff. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Street,  J.,  Britton,  J.) 
was  delivered  by — 

Britton,  J.: —  .  .  .  It  is  true  the  horses  were  un- 
controllable, but  from  a  cause  which  the  corporati<m  might 
expect,  and  so  should  reasonably  guard  the  highway  at  such 
a  spot.  I  think  the  plaintiff  acted  carefully  and  prudently. 
Had  he  remained  in  his  waggon,  it  would  havi  been  said  he 
should  have  got  out,  and  gone  to  the  horses'  heads.  In 
Atkinson  v.  Chatham,  31  S.  C.  R.  til,  the  horses  were  uncon- 
trollable and  ran  against  a  telephone  pole,  but  the  pole  did 
not  occasion  any  damage ;  it  rather,  as  suggested  by  the  Court, 
by  separating  the  horses  from  the  vehicle,  saved  further  dam- 
age: Foley  V.  East  Flamborough,  26  0.  R.  43,  covers  this  ctase. 
Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Lount^  J.  February  19th,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

GRAHAM  V.  BOURQUE. 
Contract — Breach  hy  Non-paument  of  Note^Ahsolute  Refusal  to  Per- 
fw-m—TfecesHty  of,  before  Other  Party  can  Rescind  in  Such 
Vase, 

Furth  V.  Barr,  9  C.  P.  at  pp.  213,  214,  referred  to. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  report  of  the  County  Judge  of 
Carleton,  to  whom  the  matters  in  dispute  were  referred  under 
R.  S.  0.  ch.  62,  sec.  29,  in  action  for  price  of  goods  sold  and 
delivered.  The  contract  was  for  delivery  of  a  quantity  of 
bricks  subject  to  approval  of  engineer  of  city  of  Otta^'a,  and 
to  requirements  of  defendants.  The  Judge  below  found  that 
defendants  had  made  default  in  payment  of  a  promissory 
note  for  $1,750,  which  fell  due  on  July  17th,  1900,  and  which 
had  been  given  by  defendants  for  bricks  delivered  under  the 
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contract,  and  that  this  default  was  conclusive  evidence  that 
defendants  were  unable  or  unwilling  to  make  payment,  and 
in  either  case  that  plaintiff  was  justified  in  assuming  that 
defendants  did  not  intend  plaintiff  or  themselves  to  be  bound 
by  the  contract. 

J.  A-  Ritchie,  Ottawa,  for  defendants. 

W.  A.  D.  Lees,  Ottawa,  for  plaintiff. 

TjOunt.  J. : — The  question  raised  is  whether,  if  one  party 
breaks  a  contract,  the  other  is  bound  to  perform  his  part 
of  it.  See  Furth  v.  Barr,  9  C.  P.  at  p.  213  per  Lord  Colo- 
ridge,  and  Keating,  J.,  at  p.  214.  With  all  respect,  T  think 
the  learned  Judge  erred  in  law  as  well  as  in  his  finding  on  the 
facts.  It'  is  not  sufficient  that  the  defendants  were  unable 
to  pay  or  wished  to  delay  payment.  It  must  be  found  that 
there  was  an  intention  to  abandon  by  defendants  and  a  re- 
fusal to  perform,  or,  as  Keating,  J.,  put  it,  there  must  be  ^^  an 
absolute  refusal  to  perform  their  part  of  the  contract."  In 
my  opinion  the  evidence  falls  short  of  this.  •  .  .  Refer 
to  Mersey  Steel  and  Iron  Co.  v.  Naylor,  9  Q.  B.  D.  648,  and 
9  App.  Cas.  434. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff  for  $100.10,  with  costs  of  action, 
except  costs  of  counterclaim,  and  for  defendants  for  costs  of 
counterclaim.    Costs  of  appeal  to  defendants. 

Lees  &  Kehoe,  Ottawa,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Belcourt  &  Ritchie,  Ottawa,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


Febrttaut  20Tn,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

He  CAMPBELL  AND  HORWOOD. 
Will— ConMructionr— Power  to  Sell— ExecutorH— Real  Estate  UndU- 
pofitd  of — Intestacu — Tendor  and  Purchaser — Donhtful  Title, 

Alexander  v.  Mills.  L.  R.  f5  Ch.  at  p.  131,  followed. 

Motion  under  Vendors  and  Purchasers'  Act  for  an  order 
■doclaringr  that  the  title  of  the  vendor  to  lot  No.  6  on  the  north 
pule  of  McLeod  street  in  the  city  of  Ottawa  is  one  which  the 
purchaser  is  bound  to  accept.  The  vendor  derives  title  by 
conveyance  from  the  sole  acting  executor  of  Colin  Campbell, 
deceased. 

M.  J.  Gorman,  Ottawa,  for  vendor. 

D.  L.  McLean,  Ottawa,  for  purchaser. 
•  LouNT,  J.:— By  a  deed  of  the  9th  April,  1900,  G.  D. 
Tarapbell,  sole  acting  executor  of  estate  of  Colin  Campbell, 
deceased,  conveyed  to  the  vendor  the  lot.  Paragraph  3  of 
the  will  of  the  testator  dated  28th  December,  1875,  provides 
that  all  his  book  debts  are  to  be  collected  and  the  moneys  aris- 
ing therefrom  to  be  invested  as  follows : — '^  All  moneys  arr_to 
^  invested  in  bank  stocks  or  city  corporation  bonds..    All 
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mortgages  and  judgments  that  the  interest  is  not  paid  on  are 
to  be  foreclosed  and  clmsed  in  earnest;  if  the  real  estate 
will  not  sell  for  its  worth,  ft  can  stand  until  the  executorfe 
see  a  chance  to  dispose  of  it  to  advantage:  moneys  from  the 
sale  to  be  invested  as  before  mentioned."  And  by  paragraph  4, 
after  providing  for  certain  bequests  and  legacies,  he  devises 
certain  of  his  real  estate  absolutely  to  his  son  Douglas,  and  a 
life  estate  to  his  wife  in  the  dwelling  house,  subject  to  condi- 
tions, and  then  says,  "and  the  residue  of  the  estate  or  the 
interest  arising  from  all  invested  moneys  after  the  debts  are 
paid  is  to  be  equally  divided  among  my  six  daughters  .  .  . 
for  their  sole  use  and  benefit,  and  by  them  not  to  be  conveyed 
during  their  natural  lives,  the  interest  only  as  the  principal 
must  be  kept  invested  as  before  mentioned  and  used  as  I 
have  instructed." 

There  is  no  other  provision  in  the  will  giving  the  execu- 
tors power  to  sell  or  dispose  of  the  real  estate. 

The  words  "  if  the  real  estate  will  not  sell  for  its  worth 
it  can  stand  until  the  executors  see  a  chance  to  .  .  .  dis- 
pose of  it  to  advantage,"  do  not  empower  and  authorize  the 
surviving  executor  to  execute  a  deed  to  the  vendor  so  as  to 
give  her  a  good  title.  The  rule  as  to  the  construction  of  wills 
Toquircs  that  I  should  give  to  the  words  their  full  and  natural 
meaning,  and  that  I  should  endeavour  to  arrive  at  the  mean- 
ing and  intention  of  the  testator  as  expressed.  On  its  face 
it  is  apparent  that  it  was  not  drawn  by  a  person  having  any 
knowledge  or  experience  in  the  drawing  of  wills,  but  as  it  was 
drawn  by  the  testator  one  presumes  the  words  used  are  in- 
tended to  express  his  mind  and  wishes     .     .     . 

Paragraph  3,  read  with  the  whole  context  of  the  will,  was 
not  intended  to  confer  or  give  power  to  the  executors  to  deal 
with  any  other  real  estate  than  that  on  which  he  held  mort- 
gages, for  he  disposes  of  his  other  real  estate  as  provided  in 
tho  4th  paragraph,  and  by  this  paragraph,  after  certain  gifts, 
legacies,  and  devises,  he  gives  the  residue  of  his  estate  to  his 
daught<TS  not  to  be  conveyed  during  their  natural  lives, 
which  residue,  T  think,  relates  to  the  residue  of  his  personal 
estate  and  not  his  real  estate*,  for  he  uses  these  words: — "  The 
inicrost  only,  as  the  ]irincipal  must  be  kept  invested  as  men- 
tioned." Reading  the  whole  of  this  paragraph,  it  seems  to 
me  he  was  dealing  only  with  the  personal  estate.  This  would 
leave  an  intestacy  as  to  the  lot  in  question. 

It  is  also  contended  that  the  title  of  tlie  daughters  and  all 
the  heirs  passed  under  a  deed  of  release  of  the  ir)th  February. 
1883.  I  think  this  is  not  so.  No  doubt  it  was  intended  that 
a  deed  should  have  been  executed  by  those  parties  to  the 
vendor's  husband  in  trust  for  his  and  her  children,  but  for 
some  reason  this  was  not  done,  and  the  only  estate  the  vendor 
and  her  children  can  have  is  an  equitable  one. 
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A  doubtful  title  cannot  be  forced  on  an  unwilling  pur- 
chaser :  Alexander  v.  Mills,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  at  p.  131.    Motion-  - 
dismissed  with  costs. 

M.  J.  Gorman,  Ottawa,  solicitor  for  vendor. 

D.  L.  McLean,  Ottawa,  solicitor  for  purchaser. 

Moss,  J.A.  February  21st,  1902. 

C.  A.-Cham1iers. 

KIDD  V.  HARRIS. 

Leave  to  Appeal — Special  Circumstances, 

Thuresson  v.  Thuresson,  18  P.  R.  414,  referred  to. 

Application  by  defendants  J.  &  C.  Harris  for  leave  to 
appeal  from  the  decision  of  a  Divisional  Court  (22  C.  L.  T. 
Occ.  X.  25)  affirming  (for  diiferent  reasons)  the  judgment 
of  Ferguson,  J.,  at  the  trial  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action 
to  establish  the  will  of  Hebron  Harris,  deceased. 

H.  M.  Mowat,  K.C.,  for  the  applicants. 

G.  E.  Kidd,  Ottawa,  for  plaintiffs. 

A.  Mills  and  J.  H.  Spence,  for  the  other  defendants. 

Moss^  J.A. : — Although  the  applicants  have  the  judgment 
of  two  tribunals  against  them,  they  have  the  opinion  of  one 
Court  only  in  respect  of  either  branch  of  the  case,  and  as  the 
value  of  the  estate  is  large,  and  as  the  consequences 
of  the  decision  of  the  Divisional  Court  to  the  applicants 
in  relation  to  their  status  and  position  are  most  serious. 
tJuJfieient  special  circumstances  have  been  shewn  to 
entitle  them  to  obtain  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the 
ease.  Security  should  not  be  dispensed  with:  see  Thuressoi^ 
v.  Thuresson,  18  P.  R.  414.  Order  made  for  leave  to.  appeal 
upon  the  usual  terms.  Time  for  giving  notice  of  appeal  ex- 
tended for  two  weeks.  The  appeal  to  be  entered  for  argu- 
ment at  the  next  sittings.    Costs  in  the  appeal. 

February  22nd,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

FRASER  V.  GRIFFITHS. 

Mechanic's  Lien — Registered  Oifner  —  Contract  With  —  Transfer  of 
Fropertp  after  Registration  of  Lien,  dc, — But  Pursuant  to  Pre- 
oiotis  A ffreemcni — Notice — Parties. 

Appeal  by  defendants  Griffiths,  Davidson,  and  Ray  from  a 
judgment  of  the  Judge  of  the  District  Court  of  Rainy  Rivef 
in  a  mechanic's  lien  action,  declaring  the  plaintiff  entitled 
to  a  mechanic's  lien  upon  certain  land  for  $844  debt  and 
$185  costs,  and  ordering  the  lands  to  be  sold  in  case  of  de- 
fault of  payment,  and  that  the  defendants  Griffit^^s  r.iid 
l)avidson  should  pay  the  deficiency  on  such  sale,  if  any,  and 
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ordering  the  defendant  Mamie  Bay  to  pay  the  costs  of  her 
counterclaim. 

W.  M.  Douglas,  K.C.,  for  appellants. 

C.  A.  Hasten,  for  plaintiff. 

The  Court  (Falconbridoe,  C.J.,  and  Street,  J.) : — 
Held,  that  the  evidence  fully  justified  the  judgment  appeal- 
ed from,  both  as  to  the  original  contract  and  the  extras.  It 
was  not  necessary  that  Mamie  Ray  should  have  been  added 
as  a  party  at  all,  because  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  any  notice  of  the  contract  under  which  she  claimed 
title,  and  she  registered  her  conveyance  long  after  the 
registration  of  the  lis  pendens  in  the  present  action.  Under 
these  circumstances,  the  interest  she  took  was  subject  to  the 
proceedings  in  the  action,  and  no  notice  at  all  need  have 
been  taken  in  the  action  of  the  fact  that  she  had  acquired 
title  from  Griffiths  and  Davidson.  Appeal  dismissed  with 
costs. 

McLennan  &  Wallbridge,  Rat  Portage,  solicitors  for 
plaintiff.  ' 

W.  B.  Towers,  Rat  Portage,  solicitor  for  defendants. 


Street,  J.,  February  22in),  1902. 

WEEKLY  court. 

Re  PUBLISHERS'  SYNDICATE— MALLORY'S  CASE. 

Company — Winding-up-— 8 uhacription  for  Shares — Condition — Allot- 

ment — Notice — Contributory, 

Appeal  by  M.  B.  Mallory  from  a  judgement  of  Mr.  Win- 
chester, official  referee,  sitting  for  the  Master  in  Ordinary, 
in  a  winding-up  matter,  settling  the  appellant's  name  upon 
the  list  of  contributorics  as  the  holder  of  five  shares  of  unpaid 
stock  in  the  company.  One  Stark  was  an  agent  of  the  com- 
pany, and  was  authorized  to  obtain  subscriptions  for  its 
sliares,  being  paid  by  a  commission.  Under  his  solicitation 
Mallory  signed  and  handed  to  him  an  application  for  five 
shares,  with  the  understanding  that  the  application  was  sub- 
ject to  a  condition  (not  appearing  on  its  face)  that  Mallory 
was  not  to  be  required  to  accept  anv  allotment  that  might  bo 
made  unless  and  until  he  should  collect  a  sum  of  about  $700 
then  due  him.  This  condition  was  communicated  to  the 
president  of  the  company,  to  whom  the  application  was 
handed  by  Stark,  either  at  the  time  of  so  handing  it  or  shortly 
afterwards.  The  board  of  directors  allotted  five  shares  to 
Mallory  upon  the  application  being  laid  before  them.  There 
was  no  evidence  of  any  formal  notice  of  allotment  being  given 
to  Mallory:  he  never  paid  anv  money  upon  the  shares,  and 
never  attended  a  meeting  of  the  shareholders,  or  in  any  way 
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acted  as  if  Iki  Were  a  shareholder.  He  never  collected  the 
$700  upon  which  he  had  relied  as  a  means  of  paying  for  the 
shares.  He  was  twice  asked  by  persons  sent  on  behalf  of  the 
company  whether  his  money  liad  come  in  and  whether  he  in- 
tended to  take  or  pay  for  the  shares,  and  on  each  occasion  he 
gave  the  messenger  to  understand  that  his  money  had  not 
come  in  and  that  he  would  be  unable  to  take  them.  Finally 
he  told- the  prosident  that  he  had  failed  to  eolleet  his  money 
and  would  not  take  the  shares,  and  was  told  that  it  was  all 
right. 

W.  E.  Raney,'for  Mallory. 

0.  D.  Scott,  for  liquidator. 

STRiiET,  J. — Held,  that  the  company  had  never  notified 
Mallory  that  they  accepted  his  offer  to  take  the  shares,  and 
that  he  withdrew  his  application  when  he  told  the  president 
that  he  would  not  take  them.  The  fact  that  a  condition 
accompanied  tlie  application  was  a  sutficient  reason  for  the 
absence  of  inquiry  on  the  part  of  Mallory  as  to  the  fate  of  his 
application.  See  Pellatfs  Case,  L.  E.  2  Ch.  527;  Shackle- 
ford's  Case,  L.  R  1  Ch.  566;  Gunn's  Case,  L.  R  3  Ch.  40, 
Rogers's  Case,  ib.  634;  and  Ex  p.  Fox,  11  W.  R  577. 

Eaney,  Mills,  Anderson,  &  Hales,  Toronto,  solicitors  for 
Mallory. 

Scott  &  Scott,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  liquidator. 


^,  February  12th,  1902. 

CHAJif  BERS. 

LANGLEY  v.  LAW  SOCIETY  OF  UPPER  CANADA. 

Parties— Adding  Parties— Joinder  of  Causes  of  Action— Relief  Over 
—Third  Party— Rules  185,  186,  187,  192, 

Evans  v.  Jaffray,  1  0.  L.  R.  614,  Tate  v.  Natural  Gas  Co , 
18  P.  B.  82,  and  Confederation  Life  Association  v.  Labatt, 
18  P.  B.  266,  followed. 

Smurthwaite  v.  Hannay,  [1894]  A.  C.  494,  Thompson  v. 
London  County  Council,  [1899]  1  Q.  B.  840,  and  Quigley  v. 
Waterloo  Manufacturing  Co.,  1  0.  L.  K.  606,  distinguished. 

The  plaintiff,  as  liquidator  under  the  Winding-up  Act  of 
a  company  called  the  Publishers  Syndicate,  Limited,  carried 
on  this  action,  commenced  by  that  company,  to  recover  the 
sum  of  $346  alleged  to  have  been  due  by  the  Law  Society  .o 
the  firm  of  Rowsell  &  Hutchison,  and  to  have  been  assigned 
to  the  company  by  E.  R.  C.  Clarkson,  as  assignee  for  the 
benefit  of  the  creditors  of  Rowsell  &  Hutchison.  The  Law 
Society  pleaded  that  they  had  not  become  indebted  to  the 
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firm  of  Kovvsell  &  IlutchiHon  iu  any  sum  whatever  in  respect 
of  the  matters  in  question,  and,  in  the  alternative,  that  if 
they  had  hecome  indebted,  tliey  had,  before  the  assignment 
])y  Olarkson  of  the  corapariy,  a  right  of  set-off  against  How 
sell  &  Hutchison  on  other  accounts  to  a  much  higher  sura, 
and  they  denied  the  validity  of  the  alleged  assignment  by 
Clarkson  to  the  company.  The  plaintiff  then  applied  for 
leave  to  add  Clarkson  as  a  defendant,  alleging  that  he  had 
warranted  the  existence  of  the  debt,  ajid  Clarkson  applied  at 
the  same  time,  in  the  event  of  his  being  added,  for  leave  to 
serve  a  third  party  notice  on  the  Bank  of  Hamilton,  alleging 
that  in  assigning  the  debt  to  the  company  he  had  acted  ae 
agent  for  the  bank  and  had  paid  the  proceeds' to  them.  Tho 
Master  in  Chambers  granted  both  applications,  and  an  appeal 
by  the  Law  Society  was  argued  before  Meredith,  J.,  on  the 
loth  January,  1902. 

Hamilton  Cassels,  for  appellants.     * 

George  Bell,  for  Clarkson. 

C.  D.  Scott,  for  plaintiff.  . 

Meredith,  J. — The  questions  for  consideration  are, 
whether  the  Master  had  power  to  make  such  an  order,  and, 
if  so,  whether  he  ought  to  have  made  it-  The  first  step  in 
the  trjal  will  be  the  determination  of  the  question  whether 
the  defendants,  the  Law  Society,  are  indebted  as  alleget!, 
and  in  that  all  parties  are  directly  concerned.  .  .  . 
Again,  the  Law  Society  are  directly  concerned  with  each  of 
the  other  parties  in  some  of  the  matters  in  issue.  .  .  . 
And  lastly,  there  can  be  no  wrong,  nor  need  there,  indeed, 
be  any  inconvenience  to  the  alleged  debtors  in  a  trial  of  the 
action  with  the  added  parties.  .  .  .  The  order  ought  to 
be  upheld  if  the  practice  warrants  it.  .  .  .  Rules  18G, 
192,  and  187,  read  together,  seem  to  me  broad  enough  to 
cover  this  case. 

If  the  Master's  order  cannot  stand,  I  am  unable  to  per- 
ceive how  the  law  of  Tate  v.  Natural  Gas  and  Oil  Oo.  (1898), 
18  P.  E.  82,  can  have  been  well  decided.  It  is  the  judgment 
of  a  Divisional  Court  of  the  High  Court,  affirmed  by  the 
Court  of  Appeal.  It  seems  to  me  to  give  even  a  broader 
effect  to  the  Eules  than  is  necessary  to  sustain  that  order. 

And  it  is,  I  think,  supported  by  such  cases  as  Honduras 
K.  W.  Co.  V.  Tucker  (1877),  2  Ex.  D.  301;  Bennetts  v.  Mcl!- 
wraith,  [1896]  2  Q.  B.  464;  Child  v.  Stenning  (1877),  5  Ch. 
D.  695,  and  Frankenburg  v.  Great  Horseless  Carriage  Co , 
[1900]  1  Q.  B.  504. 
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It  is  not  necessary  that  I  should  discuss  cases  of  less 
authority  than  these,  which  (if  there  be  any)  conflict  in 
principle  with  these. 

And  of  those  of  equal  or  greater  authority  it  is  needful 
to  refer  to  two  only. 

Of  Smurthwaite  v.  Hannay,  [1894]  A.  C.  494,  it  may 
perhaps  be  enough  to  say  that  that  was  a  case  of  misjoinder 
of  plaintiffs,  a  case  to  which  Con.  Rules  187  'and  192  were 
inapplicable;  but  it  was  also  a  case  in  which  it  was  held  that 
the  claim  of  each  plaintiff  was  upon  a  contract  separate  and 
distinct  from  that  of  each  of  the  others.  There  was  no  con- 
necting link  between  any  of  the  claims,  though  they  were  all 
Against  the  same  defendants,  and  arose  out  of,  mainly,  the 
same  circumstances. 

The  case  of  Thompson  v.  London  County  Council,  [1899] 
1  Q.  B.  840,  is  the  strongest  for  the  appellants,  but  that  was 
held  to  be  a  case  of  joining  two  separate  and  distinct  actions 
for  different  wrongs  against  different  defendants.  And  in 
*hat  case  the  case  of  Bennetts  v.  Mcllwraith  was  not  found 
fault  with,  but  was  spoken  of  with  approval. 

The  effect  of  the  Smurthwaite  and  Thompson  cases  is 
lucidly  exemplified  by  Homer,  L.J.,  in  the  Frankenburg  case. 

Neither  the  Smurthwaite  nor  the  Thompson  case  is  in 
fact  or  in  principle  like  this  case,  but  the  case  of  Bennetts 
V.  Mcllwraith,  in  a  measure,  is. 

Of  the  latest  cases  in  this  Court,  Quigley  v.  Waterloo 
Manufacturing  Co.,  1  0.  L.  R.  606,  was  governed  by  the 
Thompson  case.  .  .  .  But  in  this  case  relief  over  is 
sough t>  and,  in  addition,  there  is  the  connection  between  all 
the  parties  which  the  transfers  of  the  alleged  debt  made. 
All  claims  are  upon  contract  and  in  respect  of  the  same 
subject-matter. 

And  Evans  v.  Jaffray,  1  0.  L.  R.  614,  is  a  strong  case 
of  allowing  a  joinder  of  defendants  and  causes  of  action: 
and  one  which  is  more  than  merely  broad  enough  to  sup- 
port the  order  here  in  question. 

The  contention  that  the  practice  as  to  joinder  of  defend- 
ants stands  in  the  same  position  as  that  of  joinder  of  plain- 
tiffs did  before  the  amendment  of  Con.  Rule  185,  because 
Rule  186  was  not  also  amended,  seems  to  me  quite  fallacious. 
It  leaves  out  of  consideration  altogether  the  important  Rules 
187  and  192. 

It  would  be  a  curious  anomaly  if  several  plaintiffs  might 
sue  one  defendant,  whilst  one  plaintiff  might  not  sue  several 
defendants,  under  the  like  circumstances. 
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The  reason  Rule  186  was  not  changed  to  correspond  with 
the  change  in  Rule  185  was,  I  have  no  doubt,  that  the  com- 
bined effect  of  Rules  186,  192,  and  187,  was  at  least  as  wide 
as  Rule  185  in  its  present  form  is :  and  in  its  present  f om 
it  is  quite  wide  enough  to  cover  this  case,  which  is  one  aris- 
ing out  of  the  same  series  of  transactions,  and  in  which 
there  is  some  common  question  of  law  or  fact. 

Mr.  BelFs  •  contention  that  the  assignor  ought  not  to 
have  been  made  a  party,  because,  as  he  contends,  the  assignor 
was  acting  merely  as  agent  of  the  Bank  of  Hamilton,  raise* 
a  question  of  fact  proper  for  consideration  at  the  trial,  not 
upon  this  motion:  see  Tate  v.  Natural  Gas  and  Oil  Co.,  18- 
P.  R.  82. 

The  case  of  Confederation  Life  Association  v.  Labatt 
(1898),  18  P.  R.  266,  is  a.uthority  for  the  third  party  notice. 

The  Master's  ruling  is  affirmed;  and  the  appeal  will  be 
dismissed;  costs  in  the  action  to  the  plaintiff  only. 

Scott  &  Scott,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Cassels,  Cassels,  &  Brock,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  de- 
fendants. 

Thomson,  Henderson,  &  Bell,  Toronto,  solicitors  for 
added  party. 


February  19th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

MORPHY  V.  COLWELL. 

Attachment  of  Debts — Assignment  of  Debt — Attack  uHthin  60  Days — 
Pressure — Evidence — R.  8.  0.  ch.  lift — Division  Courts, 

Molsons  Bank  v.  Halter,  18  S.  C.  R.  88,  and  Stephens  v. 
McArthur,  19  S.  C.  R.  446,  followed. 

Appeal  by  the  claimant,  J.  D.  Smith,  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Judge  presiding  in  the  1st  Division  Court  of  Middle- 
sex, refusing  a  new  trial  and  thereby  affirming  his  own  judg- 
ment setting  aside,  as  an  unjust  preference,  a  transfer  to 
him  from  the  primary  debtor  Colwell  of  a  claim  against  the 
Northern  Life  Assurance  Co.,  who  were  garnishees. 

Ine  summons  was  issued  in  the  Division  Court  on  22nd 
January,  1900;  the  primary  creditor,  Morphy,  claimed  from 
the  primary  debtor,  Colwel!,  the  sum  of  $200  upon  a  du© 
bill  dated  1st  March,  1894,  and  all  debts  due  from  the 
Xorthern  Life  Assurance  Co.  to  Colwell  were  attached.  On 
Hie  Tth  December,  1899,  Colwell  had  recovered  a  judgment 
against  the  garnishees  for  $450,  and  on  the  same  day  he 
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assigned  that  judgment  to  James  D.  Smith,  the  present  ap- 
pellant. There  is  nothing  to  shew  that  any  formal  notice 
of  the  proceedings  or  of  any  contest  as  to  his  rights  was  ever 
served  upon  Smith,  but  he  p.ppeored  in  the  proceedings  by 
his  solicitor  on  the  6th  July,  1900,  and  consented  to  an  ad- 
journment of  them,  and  upon  the  hearing  of  evidence  which 
took  place  between  all  the  parties  and  for  all  the  purposes 
of  their  contest  between  themselves  on  24th  October,  1900. 
The  learned  Judge,  after  hearing  the  evidence,  held  that  the 
commencement  of  the  action  having  been  within  60  days 
after  the  transfer  to  the  claimant,  the  proceedings  to  set 
aside  the  assignment  must  be  taken  to  have  then  begun, 
although  the  claimant  was  not  made  a  party  to  them ;  that  in 
any  event  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  assignment  was  tne 
result  of  pressure;  he  gave  judgment  for  the  primary  credi- 
tor against  the  primary  debtor  for  $200  and  costs,  and 
against  the  garnishees  for  $200  and  the  costs.  The  claim- 
ant applied  to  him  for  a  new  trial,  and  upon  his  application 
being  refused,  he  appealed. 

The  appeal  was  heard  on  the  23rd  January,  1902,  before 
Falcqnbridge,  C.J.,  and  Street  and  Britton,  JJ. 

W.  H.  Blake,  for  the  appellant.         ' 

J.  M.  McEvoy,  London,  for  the  primary  creditor. 

The  learned  Judge  in  the  Court  below  has  held  that, 
•because  the  garnishee  summons  was  issued  against  the 
primary  debtor  and  the  garnishee  within  si:ifty  days  of  the 
making  of  the  transfer  in  question,  the  transfer  must 
be  held  to  have  been  attacked  within  the  sixty  days,  and 
consequently  that  its  validity  cannot  be  supported  by  proof 
of  pressure  in  procuring  it. 

In  this  view  I  am  unable  to  concur.  The  transfer  can- 
not be  taken  to  have  been  attacked  until  proceedings  against 
the  transferee  for  the  purpose  are  begun,  and  there  is  not 
the  slightest  evidence  that  the  transferee  here,  J.  D.  Smith, 
was  in  any  way  notified  of  the  proceedings  or  made  a  party 
to  them,  until  he  appeared  in  them  by  his  solicitors  on  9th 
July,  1900,  the  transfer  in  question  having  been  made  in 
the  previous  December.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that 
we  must  hold  that  no -proceedings  to  impeach  or  set  aside 
the  transfer  were  made  until  after  the  expiration  of  th«> 
statutory  period  of  sixty  days.  Then  the  question  arises 
whether  there  is  evidence  of  pressure  by  the  claimant  suffi- 
cient to  enable  us  to  hold  upon  the  authorities  that  the  pre- 
ference obtained  by  the  claimant  was  not  a  mere  voluntary 
act.  and  therefore  an  unjust  preference  under  the  Act.     .     .     . 
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In  short  it  appears  from  the  evidence  both  of  Smith  and 
Col  well,  that  Smith  had  asked  Col  well  for  security  shortly 
before  the  security  was  given,  and  that  the  security  given 
was  that  whach  was  promised.  This,  I  think,  is  sufficient 
upon  the  authorities  to  constitute  pressure  inducing  the  giv- 
ing of  the  security:  Molsons  Bank  v.  Halter,  18  S.  C.  K.  88; 
Stephens  v.  McArthur,  19  S.  C.  R.  446. 

The  result  will  be  that  the  claimant  should  be  held 
entitled  to  be  paid  his  debt  first  out  of  the  moneys  realized 
from  the  judgment  which  has  been  assigned  to  him.  He  has 
paid,  it  appears,  $263.61,  and  he  will  be  entitled  to  interest 
upon  this  sum  and  to  his  costs  here  and  below. 

The  primary  creditor   'w^U   be    entitled    to  judgment 
against  the  garnishees  for  the  surplus  over  Smith's  claim. 

Britton,  J. — I  concur. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — I  agree  with  my  brother  Street, 
in  this  conclusion  as  to  the  application  of  the  60  days'  rule 
and  its  result  on  the  burthen  of  proof. 

But,  conceding  this  point  to  the  appellants,  I  do  not 
agree  in  holding  the  learned  Judge  in  the  Court  below  to 
have  been  wrong  in  his  findings  of  fact.  He  had  ample 
ground  for  saying  that  he  did  not  believe  the  evidence  put 
forward  to  support  the  pressure,  and  his  judgment  ought 
not  to  be  reversed,  because  he  has  not  said  so  in  express 
terms. 

In  my  opinion  the  appeal  ought  to  be  dismissed. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 

McEvoy  &  Perrin,  London,  solicitors  for  primary  creditor. 

Gibbons  &  Harper,  London,  solicitors  for  claimant  and 
primary  debtor. 


weekly  court. 

February,  22nd,  1902. 
MARKS  V.  WATEROUS  ENGINE  WORKS   CO. 

Sale  of  Goods  —  Property  not  Passing  —  Breach  of  Warranty  — 
Counterclaim  for  Balance  of  Purchase  Money — Effect — Fore- 
closure of  Property — Pleading. 

Mclntyre  v.  Crossley,  [1895]  A.  C.  463,  followed. 

Motion  by  the  defendants  to  vary  the  minutes  of  judg- 
ment pronounced  on  April  15th,  1901,  by  limiting  a  time  for 
the  payment  of  the  amount  found  due  the  defendants  by 
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the  plaintiff,  and  in  default  a  foreclosure  of  the  plaintiflF& 
right  to  the  machine  in  question. 

The  action  was  brought  for  the  cancellation  of  certain 
notes  given  by  plaintiff  to  defendants  upon  the  purchase 
by  him  of  a  14  horse-power  re-built  Champion  engine,  toy 
which  plaintiff  gave  in  addition  to  the  notes  an  old  12  horse- 
power engine,  or  in  the  alternative  for  damages  for  breach  of 
warranty  as  to  the  power  of  the  engine,  and  for  the  price 
of  thjB  old  engine.  The  defendants  counterclaimed  for  the 
unpaid  purchase  money  represented  by  the  notes,  alleging  a 
conditional  sale  of  the  engine,  and  that  the  property  had 
not  passed,  and  therefore  the  action  for  breach  of  warranty 
would  not  lie.  The  learned  Judge  (Street,  J.)  held  that 
the  plaintiff  having  kept  the  engine  for  two  seasons  must  be 
deemed  to.  haVe»  accepted  it,  and  that  the  counterclaim  re- 
moved any  difficulty  as  to  the  claim  for  breach  of  warranty, 
for  in  answer  to  such  a  counterclaini  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  plead  a  breach  of  warranty. 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  defendants. 

W.  E.  Middleton,  for  plaintiff,  relied  on  Mclntyre  v. 
Crossley,  [1895]  A.  C.  463,  as  shewing  that  the  title  to  the 
machine  had  become  vested  in  him. 

Street,  J. — Held,  that  the  judgment  as  settled  by  the 
registrar  was  the  only  judgment  which  should  be  entered  in 
the  present  action,  and  the  expression  of  opinion  as  to  the 
ownership  contained  in  the  written  reasons  for  judgment 
should  not  be  embodied  in  it,  as  the  question  of  ownership 
was  not  properly  before  the  Judge. 

Motion  dismissed  with  costs. 

Blewett  &  Bray,  Listowel,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Wilkes  &  Henderson,  Brantford,  solicitors  for  defend- 
ants. •  ^ 


Winchester,  February  18th,  1902, 

Master. 

chambers. 

CUMMINGS  ft  CO.  V.  RYAN. 

Parties — Action-  by  Person  Using  his  oum  Name  with  the  Addition  of 
the  Words  "d  Co," — Should  Sue  in  his  oton  Name  only — Rules 
lis,  m.  and  222. 

An  application  by  the  defendants  for  an  order  staying 
proceedings  herein  upon  the  ground  that  the  plaintiffs  have 
failed  to  comply  with  the  demand  made  by  the  defendants 
for  a  declaration  in  writing  of  the  names  and  places  of  resi- 
dence of  all  persons  constituting  the  plaintiff  firm. 
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Frank  Denton,  K.C.^  for  defendants. 

B.  S.  Neville,  for  plaintiff. 

.The  Master  in  Chambers: — The  demand  was  served 
under  and  by  virtue  of  Eule  144,  on  the  10th  February  inst. 
No  answer  was  made  to  that  demand  until  the  14th  inst., 
when  the  plaintiflE's  solicitor  gave  the  information  to  defend- 
ants^ solicitor  in  the  office  of  a  special  examiner;  at  the 
same  hour  the  plaintiff^s  solicitor  was  served  with  notice  of 
motion  for  the  order  herein,  such  service  being  made  at  his 
office. 

Counsel  for  defendants  asked  on  the  return  that  no  order 
other  than  that  'the  costs  of  the  application  be  costs  in  the 
clause,  be  made. 

Counsd  for  plaintiflE  objected  and  asked  that  the  costs 
of  the  application  be  paid  by  the  defendants  to  ijie  plain- 
tiff, on  the  ground  that  Eule  144  does  not  apply  where  there 
is  only  one  party  plaintiff. 

It  is  quite  true  that  if  the  style  of  the  cause  only  shewed 
one  party  as  plaintiff,  then  not  only  the  motion,  but  the 
demand,  would  not  have  been  served  under  Bule  144;  tne 
procedure  would  have  been  in  that  case  under  Rule  143. 

The  difficulty  has  arisen  through  the  plaintiffs  using  a 
firm  name  in  bringing  the  action,  while  he  is  sole  member 
of  the  firm.  This  is  opposed  to  the  provisions  of  Rule  222 — 
see  the  able  article  written  upon  this  point  by  Mr.  Alexander' 
MacGregor,  and  published  in  37  C.  L.  J.  at  p.  763.  The  plain- 
tiff, having  been  the  cause  of  the  difficulty,  might  very  well 
have  been  asked  to  pay  the  costs  occasioned  by  his  impro- 
perly using  the  name  of  the  firm  instead  of  his  own  name. 

The  order  will  go  as  asked  by  defendants'  counsel.  No 
costs  of  plaintiff^s  affidavits. 

R.  S.  Neville,  Toronto,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

Denton,  Dunn,  &  Boultbee,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  de- 
fendants. 
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Ferguson,  J.  February  24th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

HULL  V.  ALLEN. 
Evidence-— Parol  Evidence  to  Establish  Trust— Admission  of. 

This  was  an  action  for  an  account  of  defendant's  dealings 
with  certain  properties  transferred  to  him  by  plaintiff  as 
security  for  an  indorsement,  and  for  other  relief. 

The  plaintiff,  among  other  things,  asked  for  a  declaration 
that  the  purchase  made  by  the  defendant  of  a  lot  of  land, 
known  as  "  the  Merrill  lot,'*  was  made  by  him  as  trustee  and 
agent  for  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  the  profits  and  an  account.  There  was  no  writing  evi- 
dencing the  alleged  trust. 

W.  Nesbitt,  K.C.,  and  A.  S.  Ball,  Woodstock,  for  the 
plaintiff. 

J.  P.  Mabee,  K.C.,  for  the  defendant. 

Ferguson,  J.,  held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  at  liberty  to 
prove  by  parol  evidence  (if  he  could  do  so)  the  existence  of 
the  alleged  trust. 

The  authorities  are  conflicting.  Bartlettf  v.  Pickersgill, 
1  Cox  15,  1  Eden  615,  4  East  677,  Heard  v.  Piley,  L.  K. 
4  Ch.  548,  James  v.  Smith,  [1891]  1  Ch.  at  p.  387,  and 
Bochefoucauld  v.  Boustead,  [1897]  1  Ch.  196,  discussed. 

Held,  however,  that  the  evidence  in  this  case  failed  to 
prove  the  trust. 

As  to  the  claim  for  damages  for  the  defendant's  failure  to 
"  bid  in "  the  farm  known  as  "  the  Hoffman  farm,"  at  the 
sale  thereof  under  the  power  in  a  mortgage,  in  violation 
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of  his  alleged  promise  so  to  do,  the  burden  of  proof  was  on 
the  plaintiif,  and  he  had  failed  to  sustain  it. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  for  an  account  except  as  to 
the  Merrill  lot  and  the  Hoffman  farm.  Reference  to  Master 
at  Woodstock.  Further  directions  and  costs  reserved  till 
after  report. 

A.  S.  Ball,  Woodstock,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

Mabee  &  Makins,  Stratford,  solicitors  for  defendant. 


Street,  J.  February  24:TH,  1902. 

WEEKLY    COURT. 

RE  BRADBURN  AND  TURNER.     ' 

Vendor  and  Purchaser — Will — Charge  of  Debts — But  Estate  Charged 
not  Vested— R.  8.  0.  eh.  129,  sec.  IS— Executors  can  Make  Title 
— Devisees  of  Residue  After  Payment  of  Debts  need  fU)t  be 
Parties  to  Conveyatice — Widow — Dower — Election  —  Purchaser 
Entitled  to  a  Release  of,  from  Widow,  or  Declaration,  so  as  to 
Estop  her. 

Petition  under  the  Vendors'  and  Purchasers'  Act. 

A.  P.  Poussette,  K.C.,  for  vendors. 

E.  A.  Peck,  Peterborough,  for  purchaser. 

Street,  J. — The  testator,  Thomas  Bradburn,  by  his  will, 
dated  12th  January,  1900,  in  the  first  place  appointed  his 
three  sons,  who  were  the  vendors,  to  be  his  executors,  direct- 
ing them  to  pay  all  his  lawful  debts  out  of  his  estate.  Then 
followed  devises  and  bequests  of  real  and  personal  property 
to  various  members  of  his  family.  These  were  followed  by 
a  clause  declaring  that  all  the  foregoing  property  was  to  be 
free  and  clear  of  every  incumbrance  whatsoever.  The  next 
clause  was  as  follows: — "I  do  hereby  will  the  following 
property,  subject  to  the  payment  of  all  my  just  debts;  and 
when  all  my  debts  are  fully  paid,  the  balance  shall  be  divided 
amongst  my  said  four  children,  Thomas,  William,  Rupert, 
and  Mabel,  share  and  share  alike.  The  property  which  I  will 
to  my  children,  share  and  share  alike,  is  situated  as  follows." 
Then  came  a  list  of  the  lands  referred  to  in  this  clause  cover- 
ing the  land  which  was  the  subject  of  the  petition.  Then  the 
will  proceeded: — "I  would  here  suggest  what  I  consider  the 
best  means  of  protection  for  all  parties  interested  in  this  my 
will,  to  make  no  division  of  any  of  my  property,  but  pool  it 
altogether  and  divide  the  proceeds  share  and  share  alike.  .  . 
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The  property  willed  and  described  herein  is  intended  to  go 
to  the  parties  direct/^ 

The  case  comes  within  the  provisions  of  sec.  18 
of  R.  S.  0.  ch.  129,  under  which,  when  a  charge  for 
debts  is  created,  but  the  estate  is  not  vested  in  any 
trustee  or  trustees  by  the  terms  of  the  will,  a  power  of 
sale  is  given  to  the  executors,  and  purchasers  are  (by  sec. 
19)  relieved  from  the  necessity  of  inquiring  as  to  the  due 
execution  of  the  power.  Therefore,  the  executors  can  make 
title  to  these  lands  without  the  concurrence  of  any  of  the 
devisees.  The  children's  rights  are  given  to  them  only  in 
the  residue  after  payment  of  the  debts,  and  the  later 
references  in  the  will  must  be  read  accordingly. 

The  Mrill  contains  various  gifts  to  the  widow,  including  an 
annuity  of  $1,500,  payable  quarterly,  and  declares  that  she  is 
to  accept  them  in  lieu  of  dower.  The  petition  states  that 
after  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  widow  elected  to,  and 
did,  accept  the  provision  made  for  her  in  lieu  of  dower,  and 
has  since  received  annually  the  annuity.  I  think  the  pur- 
chaser is  entitled  either  to  a  release  from  her  or  to  a  declara- 
tion from  her  in  a  form  sufficient  to  estop  her  as  against 
him  from  claiming  dpwer,  for  her  receipt  of  the  annuity  was 
only  prima  facts  evidence  against  her,  and  she  might,  in 
spite  of  it,  be  let  in  to  claim  her  dower  in  case  it  ahould 
appear  that  she  had  elected  without  proper  knowledge  of 
the  effect  of  her  so  doing. 

Order  declaring  accordingly.     No  costs. 

Poussette  &  McWilliams,  Peterborough,  solicitors  for 
vendor. 

Dennistoun,  Peck,  &  Stevenson,  Peterborough,  solicitors 
for  purchaser. 


LouNT,  J.  February  24th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

RE  DUXCOl^IBE. 


I 


Life   Insurance— Preferred    BeneflHartt— Will— Bequest    of    Half   of 
Estate,   Including  Policies — Construction  of — TruH. 

Application  by  executors  under  Rule  938  for  construc- 
tion of  clause  5  of  will  of  Thomas  Wallace  Buncombe,  who 
died,  without  issue,  on  the  2nd  October,  1901,  leaving  him 
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Bilrviving  Mary  Duncombe,  his  widow.  Three  policies  of 
insurance  upon  the  life  of  the  testator  are  in  question:  one 
for  $1,000,  payable  to  his  wife  at  his  death;  one  for  $5,000, 
for  the  benefit  of  his  wife,  the  beneficiary,  providing,  how- 
ever, that  at  his  death  an  annuity  of  $250  per  year  for 
twenty  years  should  be  paid  to  his  wife,  the  beneficiary;  and 
one  for  $1,000,  payable  at  his  death  to  his  legal  heirs.  Clause 
5  of  the  will  is  as  follows : — "  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my 
dear  wife,  Mary  Duncombe,  my  household  furniture  and 
one-half  of  my  estate,  including  the  policies  of  insurance 
made  payable  to  her  upon  my  death." 

W.  A.  Wilson,  St.  Thomas,  for  the  executors. 

J.  M.  Clark,  K.C.,  for  Mary  Duncombe. 

J.  R.  Cartwright,  K.C.,  for  the  Attorney-General. 

A.  M.  Stewart,  for  the  official  guardian. 

M.  F.  Muir,  Brantford,  for  Mrs.  Chapin. 

LouNT,  J. — Held,  that  the  moneys  accruing  under  the 
third  policy  form  part  of  the  estate,  but,  as  to  the  first  two 
policies,  a  trust  wa.s  created  in  favour  of  the  wife,  a  preferred 
beneficiarv,  and  the  trust  remained  in  her  favour  up  to  his 
death,  and  the  moneys  payable  under  these  policies  formed  no 
part  of  his  estate.  Order  declaring  accordingly.  Costs  of 
all  parties  out  of  the  estate. 


MacMahon,  J.  February  25th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

OTTAWA  ELECTRIC  CO.  v.  CONSUMERS  ELECTRIC 

CO. 

« 

Companp — ISupplping  Electric  Light,  dc. — Not  Entitled  to  ISole  Use 
of  Streets — Othei'  Companies  Using  Streets  Must  Keep  Primary 
Wires  at  a  Distance  of  3  Feet  from  Secondary  Wires — Between 
ttco  Secondary  Wires  a  Distance  of  6  to  9  Inches  must  be  Kept — 
Injunction — Apprehended  Danger — Ground  for  Moving. 

Action  tried  at  Ottawa,  brought  to  restrain  defendants 
from  erecting  or  maintaining  poles  or  wires  on  certain  streets 
in  the  city  of  Ottawa,  Ontario,  in  such  proximity  to  those  of 
plaintiffs  as  to  interfere  with  the  proper  working  of  their 
system,  or  to  constitute  menace  and  danger  to  the  plaintiffs, 
or  to  their  employees,  or  to  the  general  public. 

The  plaintiff  company  is  a  consolidation  of  other  com- 
panies under  57  &  58  Vict.  ch.  Ill  (D.)     The  defendant 
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company  obtained  a  charter  in  October,  1901,  under  E.  S.  C. 
ch.  119.  The  plaintiffs,  for  many  years,  have  sold  and  dis- 
tributed electricity  for  purposes  of  light,  heat,  and  power  in 
Ottawa,  and  have  erected  poles  and  wires  along  certain 
streets,  subject  to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  by-laws  of  the 
corporation  of  Ottawa. 

The  defendant  company  is  authorized  to  erect  and  main- 
tain poles  and  wires  for  the  like  purposes  as  the  plaintiff 
company. 

6.  P.  Henderson,  Ottawa,  and  D.  J.  McDougal,  Ottawa, 
for  plaintiffs. 

W.  Nesbitt,  K.C.,  and  Glyn  Osier,  Ottawa,  for  defendants. 

MacMahon,  J. — In  dealing  with  the  case  it  must  not  be 
overlooked  that  the  litigants  are  both  electric  light  com- 
panies, and,  therefore,  on  an  equal  footing  in  regard  to  the 
business  they  were  respectively  chartered  to  carry  on,  and 
the  plaintiffs  being  in  prior  occupation  of  the  streets  gives 
them  no  exclusive  right  or  privilege  to  the  use  of  such 
streets  or  to  the  particular  sides  of  the  said  streets  occupied 
by  their  poles  and  wires.  But,  being  first  in  occupation  and 
using  the  streets  under  an  authority  conferred  by  the  muni- 
cipality, they  are  entitled  to  protection  against  a  company 
subsequently  using  the  streets,  under  a  like  authority,  in  such 
a  manner  as  is  likely  to  injure  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs, 
or  endanger  their  workmen  or  servants:  Bell  Telephone  v. 
Belleville  E.  L.  Co.,  12  0.  K.  571;  Consol.  Elec.  Light  Co.  v. 
People's  Elec.  L.  Co.,  94  Ala,  372;  Kutland,  etc.,  Co.  v. 
Marble  City,  etc.,  Co.,  65  Vt.  377.  .  .  .  There  was  con- 
siderable divergence  in  the  evidence  given  by  those  skilled 
in  the  practical  working  of  electric  light  and  other  electrical 
plants,  as  to  the  distance  within  which  the  poles  and  wires 
of  one  electric  light  system  might  with  safety  be  placed  to 
that  of  another  electric  light  company.  .  .  .  Notwith- 
standing the  immunity  from  accidents  which  it  is  said  may 
exist  for  a  time  where  the  poles  of  one  electric  company  are 
erected  and  pass  between  the  wires  of  another  company, 
there  is  beyond  question  an  element  of  great  danger  in  con- 
struction, depending  in  some  measure  on  climatic  changes, 
the  danger  being  much  greater  where,  as  in  the  section  of 
the  Province  in  which  these  companies  are  chartered  to 
carry  on  business,  there  are  frequent  sleet  and  snow  storms. 
Upon  the  evidence,  three  feet  may  be  regarded  as  a  distance 
of  safety  between  primary  and  secondary  wires,  but  as  be- 
tween two  secondary  wires  they  may  parallel  each  other  at 
a  distance  of  from  6  to  9  inches  without  the  slightest  danger. 
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.  .  .  Apprehended  danger  was  a  sufficient  ground  for 
moving  for  the  interim  injunction:  Siddons  v.  Short,  2  C. 
P.  D.  572;  Western  Union,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Guernsey,  etc.,  Co., 
46  Mo.  App.  120.  Costs  of  action  and  motion  for  injunction 
to  plaintiffs. 

MacCraken,  Henderson,  &  McDougal,  Ottawa,  solicitors 
for  plaintiffs. 

O'Gara,  Wyld,  &  Osier,  Ottawa,  solicitors  for  defendants^ 


Street,  J.  February  25th,  1902^ 

CHAMBERS. 

HUME  V.  HUME. 

Pleading  —  Counterclaim  —  Action  by  Executriof  and  Devisee  for 
Arrears  of  Annuity — Counterclaim  by  Co-Executor  for  Moneys 
Received  for  Estate — Rule  248. 

Pender  v.  Taddei,  [1898]  1  Q.  B.  708,  followed. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  order  of  Master  in  Chambers^ 
striking  out  counterclaim.  The  action  was  brought  by  the 
widow  of  George  Hume  for  arrears  of  an  annuity  under  hia 
will.  The  counterclaim  was  for  monevs  which  the  defendant 
alleged  came  to  the  hands  of  plaintiff,  as  one  of  the  execu- 
tors of  the  will,  And  which  she  had  not  accounted  for.  The 
Master  held  that  this  was  not  a  proper  subject  of  counter- 
claim, it  being  a  claim  against  the  plaintiff  in  a  representa- 
tive character. 

J.  Bicknell,  for  appellant. 

N.  F.  Paterson,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

Street,  J. — Held,  that  since  the  counterclaim  was  for 
relief,  not  by  defendant  alone,  but  by  defendant  for  himself 
and  others,  it  does  not  come  within  Rule  248.  Pender  v. 
Taddei,  [1898]  1  Q.  B.  798,  followed.  Held,  also,  that  the 
question  as  to  the  effect  of  the  release  executed  by  plaintiff 
of  part  of  the  moneys  claimed  in  the  action  is  not  a  ijiatter 
to  be  raised  by  counterclaim,  but  as  a  defence  pro  tanto  to 
plaintiff's  claim.  Appeal  dismissed  with  costs  payable  forth- 
with. 

Paterson,  Ritchie,  &  Sweeney,  Toronto,  solicitors  for 
plaintiff.  | 

J.  W.  Elliott,  Milton,  solicitor  for  defendant. 
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Street,  J.  February  25th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

RE  GARDNER. 

Will  —  Construction  —  Distribution  of  Estate  —  **Heir8'*  —  '*^ext  in 

Heirship  " — Period  of  Ascertainment, 

Motion  for  order  declaring  the  construction  of  the  will 
of  Robert  Gardner,  deceased. 

The  will  was  dated  18th  October,  1870;  the  testator  died 
25th  Xovember,  1870;  and  the  widow  died  31st  December, 
1901. 

The  clause  of  the  will  in  question  followed  a  gift  to  the 
widow  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  for  her  life,  and  was 
as  follows: — "I  will  and  bequeath  that  my  whole  estate 
(after  the  death  of  my  wife  .  .  .  )  be  equally  divided 
between  my  brothers  Luke  Gardner,  Joseph  Gardner,  Mrs. 
Catharine  Watkins,  and  my  deceased  sister  Mrs.  Sarah  A. 
(Hutchinson's  children,  or  their  heirs.  Should  no  heirs  of 
any  of  the  above  be  alive,  that  it  go  to  the  next  in  heirship.'* 

A.  McKechnie,  Brampton,  for  executor. 

P.  W.  Harcourt,  for  infants. 

J.  A.  Wright,  J.  H.  Moss,  and  R.  E.  Heggie,  Brampton, 
for  adults  interested. 

Street,  J. — The  persons  entitled  in  the  first  place  are  all 
the  children  of  Luke,  Joseph,  Catharine,  and  Sarah,  living 
at  the  testator's  death,  or  born  afterwards  during  the  life 
of  the  widow,  per  capita,  and  not  per  stirpes.  The  testator 
intends  that  if  any  one  of  those  entitled  should  die  in  the 
lifetime  of  his  widow,  the  share  should  go  to  the  issue  of 
the  one  dying.  It  is  necessary,  therefore,  to  construe  the 
words  "children  or  their  heirs"  as  meaning  "children  or 
their  issue,"  and  as  giving  the  share  of  a  child  dying  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  widow  to  the  issue  of  the  child  so  dying,  in 
substitution  for,  and  not  by  descent  from,  the  child  so  dying. 
The  result  is  that  the  shares  of  the  children  entitled  to  share 
become  vested  at  once;  but  in  the  event  of  any  child  dying 
in  the  lifetime  of  the  widow  leaving  issue,  the  share  of  that 
child  is  divested,  and  goes  to  such  issue,  and  vests  at  once 
and  finally  in  the  issue,  who  then  become  the  stock  of 
descent.  The  words  "  should  no  heirs  of  the  above  be  alive, 
that  it  go  to  the  next  in  heirship,"  have  served  their  purpose 
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when  they  have  indicated  the  meaning  intended  by  the  testa- 
tor to  be  given  to  the  word  "heirs"  in  the  preceding  sen- 
tence. That  word  is  to  be  construed  to  mean  "  issue;"  so  is 
the  word  "  heirs  "  in  the  sentence  "  should  no  heirs :"  but 
the  words  "  next  in  heirship  "  are  to  be  construed  as  mean- 
ing the  heirs  at  law  to  the  realty  and  the  statutory  next  of 
kin  to  the  personalty:  Keay  v.  Boulton,  25  Ch.  D.  213.  The 
heirs  or  next  of  kin  in  each  case  are  to  be  ascertained  at  the 
death  of  the  person  whose  vested  share  they  take. 


February  26th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 
1  EVANS  V.  JAFFEAY. 

Discovery — AfUdavit  of  Documents — Materiality  of  Documents — Ex- 
amination of  Parties — ticope  of — Consequential  Discovery — Dis- 
cretion— Contents  of  Documents — Recollection — Costs  of  Lengthy 
Examination. 

An  appeal  by  the  plaintiff  from  the  order  of  Meredith, 
C.  J.,  ante  29. 

The  plaintiff  alleged  a  contract  of  partnership  between 
him  and  the  defendant  J.,  for  the  promotion  of  a  company 
to  purchase  certain  bicycle  plants,  and  to  carry  on  a  bicycle 
manufacturing  business,  etc.,  and  that  the  defendants  R. 
and  C.  had  maliciously  caused  a  breach  of  the  partnership 
contract;  and  the  plaintiff  claimed  a  partnership  account, 
and  damages  for  such  breach  and  for  conspiracy. 

It  appeared  from  the  examination  for  discovery  of  the 
defendant  E.,  that  he  obtained  written  agreements  from 
various  companies,  either  in  his  own  name,  or  in  the  names 
of  himself  and  the  defendant  C,  or  in  the  names  of  other 
persons;  that  these  agreements,  or  some  of  them,  were  after- 
wards assigned  to  a  company  which  was  then  incorporated 
(not  a  party  to  this  action).  The  plaintiff  alleged  that  these 
agreements  were,  in  fraud  of  his  rights,  substituted,  with 
variations,  for  certain  agreements  previously  entered  into 
between  the  same  companies  and  the  defendant  J.,  who  was 
alleged  to  be  the  plaintiff's  partner  in  the  transactions.  The 
plaintiff  also  alleged  that  the  defendants  R.  and  C.  paid 
$20,000  to  the  defendant  J.  to  induce  him  to  act  with  them, 
instead  of  with  the  plaintiff,  in  completing  the  purchase  of 
the  agreements;  and  it  appeared  from  R.'s  examination  that 
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he  and  C.  drew  a  cheque  upon  their  bank  account  in  favour 
of  the  defendant  J.,  which  was  paid. 

F.  A.  Anglin,  for  the  plaintiflE. 

E.  F.  B.  Johnston,  K.C.,  and  C.  W.  Kerr,  for  the  de- 
fendants. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Falconbridge,  C.J., 
Street  and  Britton,  JJ.)  was  delivered  by  Street,  J., 
holding  as  follows: — 

(1)  That  the  agreements  and  the  cheque  and  also  a  cer- 
tain memorandum  prepared  by  the  defendant  E.,  were  ma- 
terial to  the  plaintiff's  case,  and  should  be  produced  or 
accounted  for  in  the  defendants'  affidavits  on  production  of 
documents. 

(2)  That  the  defendants  E.  and  C.  ought  not,  as  a  matter 
of  discretion,  to  be  ordered  to  disclose,  upon  their  examina- 
tion for  disco V try,  facts  which  would  become  material  only 
when  the  plaintiff  should  have  established  his  right  to  re- 
cover damages. 

(3)  That  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  discovery  from  the 
defendants  B.  and  C.  as  to  whether  they  paid  money  to  J.; 
whether  it  was  their  own  money  or  that  of  other  persons, 
and  if  the  latter,  of  what  persons;  and  for  what  it  was  paid. 

(4)  That  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  also  to  discovery  as 
to  the  amount  paid  by  E.  and  C.  to  the  M.  company  for  the 
bicycle  branch  of  their  business;  it  being  alleged  by  the 
plaintiff  that  he  and  J.  had  obtained  an  option  to  purchase 
it,  and  that  the  defendants  had  substituted  a  new  option 
therefor. 

(5)  That  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  know  from  C.  the 
nature  of  the  agreements  made  for  the  purchase  of  the  pro- 
perties; if  they  were  in  writing,  and  he  had  access  to  them 
in  his  capacity  of  director  of  the  company  which  was  formed, 
he  should  inform  himself  of  their  contents  so  as  to  be  able 
to  answer  as  to  them,  or  should  produce  copies;  but,  if  he 
had  no  right  of  access,  he  was  not  bound  to  state  his  mere 
recollection  of  them. 

Stuart  V.  Bute,  11  Sim.  462,  12  Sim.  461;  Taylor  v.  Bun- 
dell,  11  Sim.  391,  1  Cr.  &  Ph.  104,  and  Dalrymple  v.  Leslie, 
8  Q.  B.  D.  5,  followed. 

SemhUy  that  where  an  examination  is  unuecessarily  long, 
the  costs  of  it  should  be  entirely  disallowed. 

Decision  of  Meredith,  C.J.,  ante  29,  varied. 
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Falconbridge,  C.J.  February  27th,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

PADGET  V.  PADGET. 

Practice — Appearance — Limited  Appearance — Sufnnission  to  Judgment 

— Irregularity — Motion  for  Judgment. 

Motion  (heard  at  Ottawa)  by  plaintiff  to  set  aside,  as 
irregular,  the  appearance  entered  by  defendant,  or  for  leave 
to  sign  judgment  for  the  declaration  asked  for  in  the  in- 
dorsement on  the  writ  of  summons,  with  costs,  and  to  pro- 
ceed with  the  plaintiff's  claim  for  damages,  as  indorsed 
on  the  writ,  or  to  discontinue  the  action  as  to  the  claim 
for  damages,  without  costs.  The  indorsement  on  the 
writ  was  for  a  declaration  that  certain  lands  (described), 
being  the  lands  intended  to  be  devised  to  the  plain- 
tiff by  the  will  of  John  Padget,  but  erroneously 
described  therein,  were  absolutely  freed  and  discharged  from 
the  conditions  and  obligations  to  which  they  are  subjected 
by  the  will  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  and  absolutely  freed 
and  discharged  from  all  bequests,  legacies,  and  other  pay- 
ments charged  thereon  bv  the  will  in  favour  of  the  defend- 
ant; and  for  damages  against  the  defendant  for  wrongful 
refusal  to  execute  a  quit-claim  deed  of  the  lands,  when 
tendered  to  him  for  execution.  The  appearance  entered  by 
the  defendant  was  limited  to  that  part  of  the  plaintiff's  claim 
which  asked  for  damages  against  the  defendant  and  for  costs. 
The  appearance  also  stated  as  follows : — "  Without  admitting 
that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  declarations  asked  for  in 
the  writ  of  summons  herein,  the  defendant  will  make  no  ob- 
jection to  the  making  of  the  declarations  asked  for,  and  the 
defendant  is  also  willing  to  execute  a  quit-claim  deed  in 
favour  of  the  plaintiff  of  the  lands  devised  to  the  plaintiff  by 
the  last  will.     .     .     ." 

W.  A.  D.  T^ees,  Ottawa,  for  plaintiff. 

J.  I.  MacCraken,  Ottawa,  for  defendant. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — There  is  no  authority  whatever 
in  the  Rules  or  in  the  practice  for  an  appearance  limited  as 
is  this  one,  in  an  action  of  the  character  disclosed  in  the 
indorsement  of  the  writ  of  summons.  The  appearance  will, 
therefore,  be  set  aside  and  judgment  entered  for  the  plain- 
tiff (except  as  to  the  claim  for  damages)  with  costs.  The 
defendant  may  have  leave  to  file  a  proper  appearance  on 
payment  of  costs  of  this  motion.     But  the  motion  was  really 
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argued  before  me  as  a  motion  for  judgment,  and  the  merits 
were  gone  into,  and  if  the  defendant  so  elects  within  one 
week,  my  order  will  be  that,  on  execution  by  him  of  the  quit- 
claim and  on  payment  of  costs  (which  I  fix  at  $10),  this 
action  shall  be  discontinued. 

Lees  &  Hall,  Ottawa,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

MacCraken,    Henderson,    &    McDougal,    solicitors    for 
defendant. 


Falconbridge,  C.J.]  [March  1st,  1902. 

WEEKLY    COURT. 

RE  PRESCOTT  ELEVATOR  CO. 

Company  —  Windinff-up  —  Terms  of  Order  —  Execution  Creditor  — 

Prioritiea. 

Motion  for  a    winding-up    order   under    the    Dominion 
Winding-up  Act,  heard  in  the  Ottawa  Weekly  Court. 
J.  I.  MacCraken,  Ottawa,  for  the  petitioners. 

F.  A.  Magee,  Ottawa,  for  Dunn,  an  execution  creditor  of 
the  company. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — (1)  There  will  be  a  declaration 
that  this  company  is  a  corporation  to  which  the  provisions 
of  the  Winding-up  Act  and    amendments    are    applicable. 

(2)  Declaration  that  the  company  be  wound  up  under  the 
provisions  of  the  said  Act  and  amendments;  and  an  order 
directing  the  winding-up  of  the  same  under  said  provisions. 

(3)  Order  appointing  the  Ottawa  Trust  and  Deposit  Com- 
pany, Limited,  provisional  liquidator.  (4)  Order  referring 
it  to  the  Master  at  Ottawa  to  appoint  a  permanent  liqui- 
dator, and  to  wind  up  the  company.  (5)  Usual  order  as  to 
costs.  (6)  It  was  stated  that  the  judgment  creditor  Dunn 
has  an  execution  in  the  sheriff^s  hands.  It  is  not  the  inten- 
tion of  this  order  that  the  fruits  of  his  diligence  should  be 
taken  away  from  him,  if  he  has  placed  himself  in  any  posi- 
tion of  priority.  If  he  has  done  so,  the  Master  shall  direct 
the  liquidator  to  sell  such  chattels  as  may  be  found  exigible 
for  the  benefit  of  the  execution  creditor. 
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COBBECTIOX. 

In  Bartlett  v.  Canadian  Bank  of  Commerce,  ante  68,  the 
decision  of  the  Court  was  based  upon  the  opinion  that  suflS- 
cient  discovery  had  already  been  afforded  to  the  plaintiflfs. 
The  Chief  Justice  of  the  King^s  Bench,  delivering  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Divisional  Court,  expressed  approval  of  the  case 
of  Ontario  Bank  v.  Shields,  33  C.  L.  J.  393,  but  the  question 
whether  a  bank  teller  is  an  officer  of  the  bank  was  not  actu- 
ally decided. 
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[March  4th,  1902. 

divisional  court. 

BIRKBECK  LOAN  CO.  v.  JOHNSTON. 

Building  Hocietif— Shares— Advance  on — Truat^JSotice—Mortffages— 
Consoliadtion— Evidence— Examination  for  Discovery. 

The  plaintiflfs  are  a  building  society  incorporated  under 
B.  S.  0.  1887  ch.  169.  The  defendant  Mrs.  Amelia  John- 
ston was  on  the  20th  July,  1897,  the  holder  of  the  foUowing 
stock  in  the  society: — 

6  shares  permanent  stock  A.,  in  her  own  name. 

4  shares  instalment  stock  C,  "in  trust.^' 

1  share  instalment  s^ock  C,  "in  trust  for  Miss  Amelia 
Johnston." 

1  share  instalment  stock  C,  "in  trust  for  Miss  Marjorie 
Johnston." 

Some  shares  of  instalment  stock  B.,  of  little  value. 
On  the  20th  July,  1897,  Mrs.  Johnston  executed  a  trans- 
fer to  the  plaintiffs'  treasurer,  as  security  for  an  advance  of 
$700  then  made  to  her, 'of  the  following:  "All  my  stock 
in  the  said  company,  consisting  of  shares  of  classes  A.,  B., 
and  C.  stocks  held  by  me  in  the  spid  company."  On  the  1st 
October,  1897,  she  obtained  a  further  advance  of  $600  from 
the  company,  and  transferred  to  the  treasurer  as  security 
"  six  shares  of  class  C.  instalment  stock."  It  was  admitted 
that  the  six  shares  intended  to  be  transferred  were  the  same 
six  shares  as  those  standing  in  her  name  as  trustee  as  above 
mentioned.  As  further  security  for  this  advance,  she  exe- 
cuted on  the  same  day  a  mortgage  to  the  company  upon 
lands  in  Strathroy  and  Toronto,  in  which  it  was  recited  that 
she  was  the  owner  of  six  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
company,  and  that  the  company  had  agreed  to  advance  to 
her  $600  upon  such  shares,  with  the  mortgage  as  further 
security. 

Afterwards,  the  defendant  Frank  K.  Johnston  bought 
from  his  mother,  the  defendant  Mrs.  Amelia  Johnston,  the 
Strathroy  property,  assuming  the  mortgage  for  $600  and 
paying  some  money  in  upon  the  six  shares  of  C.  stock. 
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After^ttrds,  the  defendant  Anna  K.  Johnston  bought  from 
Frank  the  Strathroy  property,  and,  from  the  assignee  of  her 
mother,  Amelia,  the  Toronto  property,  both  subject  to  the 
mortgage  for  $600,  which  she  assumed.  Finally,  in  July, 
1901,  the  defendant  Anna  K.  Johnston  purchased  from  her 
mother,  Amelia,  her  supposed  equity  in  the  six  shares  of  C. 
stock,  subject  to  the  $G00  mortgage. 

This  action  was  brought  against  Mrs.  Amelia  Johnston, 
Frank  K.  Johnston,  and  Anna  K.  Johnston,  to  recover  the 
amount  of  both  mortgages,  and,  in  default  of  payment,  for 
foreclosure  of  the  interest  of  the  defendants  in  the  stocK. 

The  defendant  Amelia  delivered  no  defence;  the  defend- 
ants Anna  and  Frank  admitted  the  making  of  the  mortgage 
of  the  1st  October,  1897,  and  the  transfer  of  six  shares  of 
C.  stock  to  the  plaintiffs,  but  put  the  plaintiffs  to  the  proof 
of  the  mortgage  of  July,  1897;  they  brought  into  Court  the 
arrears  upon  the  mortgage  of  October,  and  the  plaintiffs 
accepted  the  amount  in  satisfaction  of  such  arrears. 

•The  defendant  Amelia  was  examined  by  the  plaintiffs  for 
discovery,  and  parts  of  her  examination  were  read  by  the 
plaintiffs  at  the  trial,  the  other  defendants  objecting  that 
the  examination  was  not  evidence  against  them. 

The  trial  Judge  gave  judgment  in  favour  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, and  the  defendant  Anna  appealed. 

P.  H.  Bartlett,  London,  for  the  appellant. 
T.  H.  Luscombe,  London,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Street  and  Britton,  JJ.) 
was  delivered  by 

Street,  J.: — The  defendairt  Amelia  Johnston  held 
all  the  six  shares  in  trust  for  her  children:  as  to  two 
shares,  the  trust  is  declared  on  the  face  of  the  certi- 
ficates; as  to  the  other  four,  the  words  *'in  trust'*  are  suffi- 
cient to  put  a  person  dealing  with  her  upon,  inquiry,  and  her 
evidence  (put  in  by  the  plaintiffs)  shews  that  they  were 
held  in  trust  for  her  children.  .  .  .  The  company  are 
affected  with  notice  that  she  was  not  the  owner  of  the  shares 
iEind  had  no  power  to  mortgage  them,  just  as  any  other  per- 
son advancing  money  upon  the  shares  would  have  been. 
.  .  .  There  is  no  evidence  of  any  authority  to  her  to  deal 
with  the  property,  and  she  had  no  more  right,  as  far  as 
appears,  to  mortgage  these  shares  than  if  they  had  stood  in 
the  names  of  her  children,  instead  of  in  her  name  in  trust 
for  them.  .  .  Section  53  of  the  R.  S.  0.  ch.  205  relieves 
the  company  from  the  duty  of  seeing  to  the  execution  of  any 
trust  to  which  any  shares  are  subject,  and  enables  the  com- 
pany to  pay  money  to  a  shareholder  who  holds  shares  upon 
any  trust,  without  seeing  that  the  money  is  properly  dealt 
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with  by  the  shareholder  after  receiving  it;  but  it  does  not 
entitle  the  company  to  lend  money  to  A.  with  express  notice 
that  he  is  a  mere  trustee  for  B. :  Bank  of  Montreal  v.  Sweeny, 
12  App.  Cas.  617;  Simpson  v.  Molsons  Bank,  [1895]  A.  0. 
270;  London  and  Canadian  L.  &  H.  Co.  v.  Duggan,  [1893] 
A.  C.  506;  Great  Eastern  R.  W.  Co.  v.  Turner,  L.  E.  8  Ch. 
149. 

The  only  shares  which  passed  by  the  mortgage  of  July, 
1897,  were  the  six  shares  of  class  A. 

The  company  cannot  consolidate  their  two  mortgages 
against  the  defendant  Anna  K.  Johnston,  in  whom  the 
equity  of  redemption  in  the  land  mortgaged  is  vested;  be- 
cause they  have  not  shewn  any  notice  to  her,  at  the  time  she 
acquired  the  equity,  that  any  other  mortgage  existed  in  the 
hands  of  the  company:  Stark  v.  Reid,  26  0.  R.  257. 

.The  examination  for  discovery  of  Amelia  Johnston  is 
not  evidence  against  Anna  K.  Johnston. 

Appeal  allowed. 

[March  8rd,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

HEFFERXAN  v.  McNAB. 

Wiil — Const ruction^Bequeat  of  Interest  on  Payments  to  be  made 
by  Devisees  of  Land — Sale  of  Land  by  Testator  after  making 
his  icHl— Failure  of  Bequest. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  MacMahon,  J.,  in 
action  by  a  legatee  under  the  will  of  Michael  McNab,  de- 
ceased, for  its  construction,  and  to  set  aside  a  release  of  his 
claims  thereunder.  The  testator  devised  a  farm  to  each  of 
his  sons  John  and  Albert,  charged  with  the  payment  $2,000 
and  $1,000  respectively.  Subsequently  he  sold  both  the 
farms  to  John,  and  took  back  a  mortgage  for  $5,000,  with 
interest  at  4  per  cent,  per  annum.  The  9th  clause  of  the 
will  wafi  as  follows :  "  I  hereby  authorize  my  said  executors 
to  purchase  and  erect  a  fit  and  proper  tombstone  over  my 
grave,  and  I  hereby  will  tliat  my  executors  do  pay  over  to 
my  beloved  nephew,  Edward  Heffeman,  the  interest  accruing 
from  the  payments  to  be  made  by  John,  James,  and  Albert 
McNab,  yearly,  until  the  last  payment  is  made  by  them  to 
mv  executors,  and  not  before  then  will  mv  executors  furnish 
them  with  good  and  sufficient  deeds.^^  At  the  time  of  the 
death  of  the  testator,  Albert  waa  also  indebted  to  him.  The 
trial  Judge  held  that  the  plaintiff,  the  nephew,  took  nothing, 
and  was  bound  by  the  release  he  gave. 

J.  R.  Roaf  and  W.  T.  J.  Lee,  for  plaintiff. 

E.  F.  B.  Johnston,  K.C.,  and  J.  D.  Falconbridge,  for 
defendants. 
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bystander,  was  within  hearing.  That  does  not  necessarily 
remove  the  privilege,  or  prove  malice.  It  depends  upon  the 
circumstances  of  the  case:  Toogood  v.  Spyring,  1  G.  M.  &B. 
181,  per  Parke,  B.,  whose  language  is  very  applicable  to  the 
facts  of  this  case.  See  also  Hunt  v.  6.  A.  R.  Co.,  [1891] 
-2  Q.  B.  189;  Pittard  v.  Oliver,  [1891]  1  Q.  B.  474;  Itocer 
v.  G.  W.  B.  Co.,  3a  TJ.  C.  R  8;  and  Milcar  v.  Johnston,  23 

v>.  Jl  .  OoU.      •      •      • 

The  second  occasion  was  privileged;  the  plaintiff  had  him- 
self to  blame  for  raising  a  disputation  in  the  presence  of 
the  stranger;  and  if  there  was  no  evidence  of  actual  malice, 
the  plaintiff  should  have  been  nonsuited. 

But,  upon  the  whole  case,  there  was,  I  think,  enough 
evidence  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  go  to  the  jury  u^iOn  that 
question;  the  onus  of  proof  of  which  was  of  course  upon 
him. 

It  is  well  to  say  as  little  as  possible  that  might  in  any 
way  affect  that  question  at  a  future  trial;  and  it  is  enough 
for  the  purposes  of  this  motion  to  refer  to  the  contradictory 
character  of  the  testimony  at  the  trial  upon  almost  every 
material  fact,  and  call  for  the  intervention  of  a  jury  to  deter- 
mine where  the  truth  lay,  and  whether  defendant  acted  in 
good  faith  or  maliciously  in  accusing  the  plaintiff  of  theft. 

New  trial  directed.  Costs  of  former  trial  and  this  motion 
to  be  in  the  action  to  the  defendant  only. 

B.  C.  LeVesconte,  Toronto,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

Bobinette  &  Godfrey,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  defendant. 


[March  3rd,  1902. 
divisional  court. 
BALL  V.  FABMEBS'  CENTBAL  MUTUAL  FlBE  INS.  CO. 

Fire  Insurance  —  Application  —  Diagram  of  Buildings  —  Draum  by 
Applicant  at  Request  of  Insurers — Omission  of  ISaw-mtU  from 
— Effect  of'-Agent. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  junior  Judge  of 
County  Court  of  Middlesex  in  action  by  plaintiff,  a  clergy- 
man, to  recover  $20Q  under  a  policy  issued  to  him  by  defend- 
ants on  his  dwelling-house,  which  was  destroyed  by  3re,  and 
was  situate  on  Mill  street,  in  the  village  of  Lion's  Head.  The 
defendants  alleged  that  in  his  application  and  in  the  diagram 
of  the  premises  made  by  him,  plaintiff  omitted  to  mention 
or  shew  a  saw-mill  situated  90  feet  from  his  house;  that 
they  are  prohibited  by  their  by-laws  from  insuring  any 
building  within  150  feet  of  a  saw-mill;  and  that  the  applicar 
tiori  disclosed  this  fact,  and  required  that  plaintiff    must 
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shew,  by  it  and  the  diagram,  all  buildings^  and  their  kind, 
aittutte  within  that  distance;  and  that  therefore  there  had 
been  a  breach  of  a  statutory  condition,  and  the  policy  was 
void. 

G.  C.  Gibbons,  K.C.,  for  plaintiflE. 

George  H.  Kilmer,  for  defendants. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Ferguson,  J.,  Mefedith, 
J.)  was  delivered  by 

Meredith,  J.: — ^If  it  were  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  to 
have  shewn  that  building  upon  the  diagram,  he  cannot  suc- 
ceed. There  is  nothing,  however,  in  any  of  the  questions  he 
was  required  to  answer,  directly  or  indirectly  bearing  upon 
the  point;  nothing  to  direct  his  attention  to  any  require- 
ments of  the  company  respecting  it.  He  acted  in  good 
faith,  and  did  not  know  of  such  requirements,  having  read 
only  what  was  printed  upon  the  face  of  the  application. 
Nor  is  there  anything  anywhere  upon  the  application  to 
indicate  that  it  is  the  applicant's  duty  to  prepare  the  dia- 
gram. It  is  upon  that  side  of  the  application  reserved  for 
the  certification  and  the  answers  of  the  company's  oflBcers, 
and  the  correctness  of  the  diagram  is  to  be  certified  to  by 
their  surveyor,  and  he  is  also  to  certify,  among  other  things, 
to  some  personal  examination  of  the  property.  So  far  there 
is  nothing  required  from  the  assured  in  connection  with 
the  diagmm.  But  in  his  application  he  has  signed  a  declara« 
tion  that  his  answers  to  the  questions  and  the  description 
of  the  annexed  diagram  are  true  and  complete  in  all  par- 
ticulars. The  word  "annexed*'  is  not  an  apt  one  ijo  indi- 
cate **upon  the  other  side/'  And  the  diagram  was  drawn 
by  him,  but  it  was  drawn  upon  the  written  request  of  the 
defendamts'  agent  to  "please  draw  a  diagram* of  the  prem- 
ises." There  is  no  objection  to  the  diagram,  as  one  of  the 
premises  only.  It  is  objected  to  for  not  shewing  buildings 
not  on  the  premises.  In  other  words,  it  is  contended  that 
the  applicant  should  have  furnished  a  diagram  giving  all  the 
information  mentioned  in  the  printed  directions  on  the  back 
of  the  application  under  the  word  "diagram."  But  that 
was  nowhere  required  of  him,  and  he  had  no  knowledge  of 
it.  On  the  contrary,  he  was  asked  to  give  e  diagram  of  the 
premises,  and  that  he  did.  The  only  shadow  of  ground  for 
this  contention  is  the  declaration  of  the  truth  and  com- 
pleteness of  his  answers  and  the  description  in  the  diagram. 
But  there  is  no  deckration  that  the  diagram  is  drawn  in 
accordance  with  such  directions,  or  that  it  gives  the  infor- 
mation therein  mentioned.  Before  the  company  can  justly 
avoid  a  policy  after  loss  upon  such  grounda.  in  suob  o  case 
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as  this,  they  must  at  least  have  a  declaration  from  the  ap- 
plicant that  the  diagram  supplies  the  information  specified 
in  the  printed  directions,  or  otherwise  obtain  a  representation 
from  him  respecting  the  matters  there  mentioned:  see  Bauer 
V.  Canada  Life  Assurance  Co.,  decided  by  the  Court  oi 
Appeal,  not  reported.  As  it  cannot  rightly  be  said  that  the 
plaintiff  in  any  manner  represented  that  there  were  no  other 
buildings  within  150  feet  of  the  risk,  nor  that  there  was  any 
concealment  of  the  fact  that  there  were,  how  can  the  policy 
be  avoided? 

It  is  abundantly  clear  on  the  evidence  that  Miller,  who 
took  the  application,  was  the  defendants'  agent. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs.  Judgment  below  set  aside 
and  judgment  to  be  entered  for  plaintiff  for  amount  of  loss 
with  costs  of  action. 

Gibbons  &  Harper,  London,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

David  Robertson,  Walkerton,  solicitor  for  defendants. 


March  4th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 
ROSE  V.  CRODEN. 

Fleadinff^Statement  of  Claim  —  Amendment  —  Election  —  Penaltp — 

Writ  of  Summons — Discovery. 

» 

Where  the  plaintiff  indorsed  his  writ  for  penalties  under 
the  Dominion  Elections  Act,  1900,  and  by  his  statement  of 
claim  asked  damages  at  common  law,  and  thereafter  ex- 
amined defendant  for  discovery: — 

Ueld,  that  plaintiff  could  not  afterwards  amend,  and 
claim  the  penalty  under  the  statute. 

Held,  also,  that  the  provisions  of  sec.  134  of  the  Elections 
Act  must  be  taken  as  substituted,  i^  actions  brought  under  it, 
for  the  general  provisions  of  the  Canada  Evidence  Act. 

Reg.  V.  Fox,  18  P.  R.  343,  distinguish^. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  order  of  Feugi^sox^  J.,  at  the 
trial,  dismissing  motion  by  plaintiff  for  an  order  to  amend 
the  statement  of  claim  by  adding  to  the  5th  paragraph  the 
words,  "  and  the  defendant  acted  contrary  to  the  Dominion 
Elections  Act,  1900,  and  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the 
sum  of  $1,000.''  The  claim,  as  indorsed  upon  the  writ  of 
summons,  was  as  follows:  "$600  for  penalties  under  the 
Dominion  Elections  Act,  1900,  from  the  defendant,  being 
moneys  forfeited  by  the  defendant  by  reason  of  wilful  mis- 
feasance, act,  or  omission  on  his  part  in  violation  of  said  Act, 
and  alsvi  refusing  and  neglecting  to  perform  obligations  and 
formalities  required  of  him  by  said  Act.     The  plaintiff  also 
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claims  $600  damages  from  the  defendant  for  wrongfully  de- 
priving plaintiff  of  the  right  to  vote  at  the  election  held  on 
the  7th  day  of  November,  1900,  of  a  member  to  serve  in  the 
House  of  Commons  of  Canada  for  the  electoral  district  of 
the  city  of  London/'  The  writ  was  issued  on  the  30th  Janu- 
ary, 1901.  The  statement  of  claim  (delivered  12th  March, 
1901)  set  out  that  the  defendant  acted  as  a  deputy  return- 
ing officer  at  the  election  mentioned ;  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  vote  at  the  polling-place  where  the  defendant  was 
in  charge;  (5)  that  the  defendant  falsely  and  maliciously 
refused  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  vote ;  and  the  plaintiff  claimed 
$1,000  and  costs  of  action.  The  motion  for  leave  to  amend 
was  not  made  until  the  Slst  December,  1901,  just  a  week 
before  the  trial,  and  was  referred  to  the  trial  JudgQ,  who 
heard  it  on  the  7th  January,  and  dismissed  it,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  plaintiff  should  not  be  allowed  to  amend 
so  as  to  sue  for  a  statutory  penalty,  after  he  had  elected,  by 
his  statement  of  claim  and  by  examining  for  discovery,  to 
proceed  at  common  law. 

N.  W.  Rowell,  for  plaintiff. 

G.  C.  Gibbons,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (  Falconbbidgb,  C.  J.,  Strebt, 
J.,  Beitton,  J.)  was  delivered  by — 

Street,  J. : — ^The  plaintiff  havipg  two  remedies  open  to 
him,  one  his  common  law  action  for  damages,  and  the  other 
his  statutory  action  under  the  19th,  131st,  and  133rd  sections 
of  the  Dominion  Elections  Act,  1900,  appears  to  have  issued 
his  writ  claiming  the  penalties,  but  to  have  altered  the  frame 
of  his  action  when  he  came  to  deliver  his  statement  of  claim, 
and  to  have  then  claimed  only  at  common  law;  for  the  dis- 
tinguishing characteristics  of  the  action  for  penalties  pointed 
out  by  the  131st  section  of  the  Act  are  not  to  be  found  in  hi» 
pleading.  It  appears  to  be  necessary  to  preserve  in  some 
way  a  clear  line  between  the  two  classes  of  action,  because 
of  the  plaintiff's  right  in  the  statutory  action  to  have  the 
defendant  committed  to  prison  in  case  of  nonpayment  of  the 
amount  of  the  penalties  for  which  judgment  is  given,  as  well 
as  on  account  of  the  limit  of  time  allowed  for  bringing  that 
action,  and  for  other  reasons. 

The  defendant,  treating  this  as  a  common  law  action,  sub- 
mitted to  discovery  in  it  without  objection.  The  question 
whether  the  defendant  might  have  successfully  resisted  dis- 
covery in  case  the  action  had  been  brought  for  the  penalties 
given  by  sec.  19  does  not  seem  to  me  to  be  covered  by  the  deci- 
sion in*  Beg.  v.  Fox,  18  P.  B.  343,  by  reason  of  the  special 
provisions  of  sec.  134,  which  must,  I  think,  be  taken  to  be 
substituted  in  actions  brought  under  the  Elections  Act  for 
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th€  general  provisions  of  the  Canada  Evidence  Act  upon 
which  that  case  turned. 

This  section  134  seems  to  introduce  into  actions  for  pen- 
alties under  the  Act  the  same  exceptions  to  the  general  rules 
regarding  discovery  as  exist  in  ordinary  civil  actions,  under 
the  laws  of  the  Province.  One  of  those  rules  undoubtedly  is 
that  discovery  will  not  be  compelled  from  a  defendant  in  an 
action  to  recover  penalties:  Martin  v.  Treacher,  16  Q.  B.  D. 
507;  Saunders  v.  Wiel,  [1892]  2  Q.  B.  321;  Mexborough  v. 
Whitwood,  [1897]  2  Q.  B.  111. 

The  decision  of  Reg.  v.  Fox,  18  P.  R.  343,  turned  upon  a 
provision  in  the  Canada  Evidence  Act  which  was  held  to 
govern  the  case,  and  not  upon  the  general  provincial  law  of 
evidence;  it  does  not  therefore  establish  a  rule  generally 
applicable  to  civil  suits  in  this  Province. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  the  defendant  in  an  action  for 
penalties  might  have  successfully  resisted  an  attempt  to  com- 
pel him  to  submit  to  an  examination  for  discoverv;  in  an 
ordinary  common  law  action  he  was  of  course  bound  to  sub- 
mit to  examination,  and  he  did  so. 

Having  Tjy  proceeding  at  common  law  obtained  from  the 
defendant  the  discovery  which  he  could  not  have  had  in 
an  action  for  penalties,  he  then  applied  to  amend  his  state- 
ment of  claim  by  turning  his  action  into  one  for  penalties. 
At  the  time  he  made  the  application,  more  than  a  year  had 
expired  since  the  act  complained  of  was  committed,  and  he 
could  not  have  brought  a  new  action  for  the  penalties:  see 
sec.  142  of  the  Act, 

I  think,  under  these  circumstances,  that,  notwithstand- 
ing the  indorsement  upon  his  writ,  the  plaintiff  must  be  taken 
to  have  conclusively  elected  to  pursue  his  common  law 
remedy,  and  that  the  appeal  should  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

if.  B.  Elliott,  London,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

Gibbons  &  Harper,  London,  solicitors  for  defendant. 

Ferguson,  J.  March  4th,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

FOX  V.  KLEIN. 

Mortgage— To  Two  Different  Mortgagees— Action  for  Sale  by  One 
Claiming  Relief  for  Himself  Only,  Improper, 

Davenport  v.  James,  7  Hare  252  n.,  followed. 

Motion  for  leave  to  amend  the  pleadings  in  a  mortgage 
action  by  striking  out  the  name  of  one  of  the  mortgagors, 
defendant  James  J.  Mallon,  deceae^,  who  joined  in  the 
mortgage  as  administrator  of  John  J.  Shea,  who  died  seized 
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of  the  property  in  question;  and  for  judgment  for  sale.  The 
defendant  Klein  became  entitled  as  one  of  the  heirs  of  Shea 
to  a  one-half  interest^  and  on  30th  May,  1892,  made  the 
mortgage  in  question  for  $1,500;  the  plaintiff  advancing,  as 
stated  in  it,  $1,000,  and  one  Ferry,  the  other  $500.  Ferry 
assigned  his  interest  to  defendant  Stock. 

W.  A.  Skeans,  for  plaintiff. 

A.  E.  Knox,  for  defendant  Klein. 

W.  J.  Tremeear,  for  defendant  Stock,  objected  that  the 
plaintiff  should  not  have  asked  for  relief  as  to  his  own  claim 
of  $1,000  and  interest  and  costs  only,  but  have  included  the 
claim  of  defendant  Stock;  citing  Davenport  v.  James,  7  Hare 
252  n. 

Febguson^  J.,  allowed  the  name  of  James  J.  Mallon  to  be 
struck  out,  and  directed  the  judgment  to  conform,  as 
far  as  practicable,  to  the  form  of  decree  given  in  Davenport 
V.  James,  supra. 


March  5th,  1902. 

divisional  court. 

MACNEE  V.  ROSE. 

Itifant — Liability  to  Indemnity-'Newt  Friendt— Improvident  Litigation 
—S400  Incurred  to  Enforce  Doubtful  Claim  of  Infant  to  $200 
Worth  of  Goods— Ratification  after  Majority  must  be  in  Writ- 
ing—R.  8.  O.  ch.  146,  sec.  6, 

Appeals  by  defendant  Strawbridge,  and  plaintiff,  from 
judgment  of  Boyd,  C,  dismissing  claim  of  appellant  Straw- 
bridge  against  his  co-defendant,  J.  H.  Bose,  for  contribution 
and  indemnity  for  and  in  respect  of  all  costs,  liabilities,  and 
obligations  incurred  by  the  appellant  in  an  action  of  Rose  v. 
Winters,  in  which  the  appellant  Strawbridge  was  the  next 
friend  of  Rose,  and  co-plaintiff  with  him;  and  refusing  to 
hold  Rose  liable  to  plaintiff  for  the  costs  incurred. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  defendant  Strawbridge. 

J.  B.  Clarke,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

C.  H.  Widdifield,  Picton,  for  defendant  Rose. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Falconbridge,  C.J.,  Street, 
J.,  Britton,  J.),  was  delivered  by — 

Street,  J.: — ^By  the  will  Rose's  father  left  his  farm  to 
his  widow  (now  Winters),  during  the  minority  of  his  son. 
the  defendant  Rose,  and  to  Rose  absolutely  when  he  became  of 
age,  and  also  gave  her  all  the  chattels  on  the  farm,  directing 
her  to  leave  on  it  chattels  to  the  value  of  those  she  received. 

Shortly  before  defendant  Rose  came  of  age,  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Winters,  who  lived  on  the  farm,  advertised  a  sale  of  chattels. 
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They  had  a  considerable  quantity  of  their  own,  and  adver- 
tised a  sale  of  all.  The  defendant  Strawbridge,  the  co-execu- 
tor with  Mrs.  Winters  under  her  husband's  will,  then  com- 
menced proceedings  against  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Winters,  to  re- 
strain a  sale,  and  the  costs  in  question  were  incurred.  The 
action  was  dismissed  with  costs  as  against  Mr.  Winters,  and 
it  was  held  that  the  infant  had  no  right  to  restrain  the  sale, 
and  Mrs.  Winters  agreed,  without  admitting  liability,  to  pay 
$200  into  Court,  but  eventually,  instead,  left  the  farm  with 
$200  worth  of  chattels,  the  conceded  value  of  those  she  re- 
ceived, upon  it. 

The  rule  is  that  a  next  friend  of  an  infant  is  entitled  to 
indemnity  from  him  if  the  proceedings  taken  are  proper  and 
undertaken  with  due  care  and  prudence.  I  am  nbt  able  to 
say  that  the  Chancellor's  view  that  Strawbridge  was  not 
entitled  to  indemnity  is  incorrect.  Strawbridge  incurred 
costs  of  $400  to  try  and  enforce  a  doubtful  claim  to  goods 
worth  $200.  This  might  not  be  conclusive  if  it  were  shewn 
that  Strawbridge  before  doing  so  had  taken  obvious  steps  to 
avoid  litigation.  From  what  appears  in  evidence  it  seems 
highly  probable  that  if  he  had  gone  to  see  Mrs.  Winters,  who 
lived  in  his  neighbourhood,  the  action  would  have  become  un- 
necessary. To  hold  him  entitled  to  charge  these  costs  against 
the  infant  would  be  to  offer  a  premium  to  rash  and  imprudent 
litigation.  It  is  not  shewn  that  the  $200  worth  of  goods 
could  not  have  been  preserved  without  incurring  any  costs 
at  all.  As  to  the  claim  against  the  infant,  he  is  clearly  pro- 
tected by  B.  S.  0.  ch.  146,  sec.  6,  his  ratification  not  being  in 
writing.     Appeals  dismissed  with  costs. 

P.  Clark  Macnee,  Picton,  plaintiif  in  person. 

C.  H.  Widdifield,  Picton,  solicitor  for  defendant  Rose. 


March  Sth,  1902. 

divisional  court. 

CROWN  CORUNDUM  AND  MICA  CO.  v.  LOGAN. 

Action  —  Order  Dismissing  —  Undertaking  —  Default  in  Giving — 

Effect  of. 

Decision  of   Meredith,   C.J.,   in   Chambers,   ante-  107, 
aflRrmed  on  appeal.     (Falconbridge,  C.J.,  Street,  J.) 

W.  E.  Middlcion,  for  plaintiffs. 

G.  F.  Macdonnell,  for  defendant. 
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March  3rd,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

HEAL  V.  SPRAMOTOB  CO. 

Contract — Breach — Subsequent  Letter  as  to  Contract — iSatisfaction — 

Waiver— Evidence. 

Evans  v.  Powis,  1  Ex.  601,  and  Edwards  v.  Hancher,  1 
C.  P.  D.  Ill,  followed. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  Lount,  J.,  in 
favour  of  plaintiff  for  $329.38  (less  $150  paid  into  Court), 
balance  alleged  to  be  due  for  goods  sold  by  sample  and  de- 
livered. The  defendants  counterclaimed  for  damages  for 
delay  in  delivering  a  portion  of  the  goods — certain  printed 
catalogues —  and  alleged  that  they  were  not  of  the  paper, 
weight,  or  quality  agreed  to  be  furnished,  and  brought  $150 
into  Court  in  full  of  plaintiffs*  claim.  The  trial  Judge  held 
that  the  contract  in  writing  between  the  parties,  dated  25th 
February,  1901,  was  cancelled  by  an  agreement  embodied  in 
a  letter  of  9th  April,  1901,  which  he  held  had  not  in  con- 
templation any  claim  for  damages,  and  was  a  waiver  in  any 
event  of  any  claim,  and  dismissed  the  counterclaim,  rejecting 
any  evidence  outside  the  letter. 

P.  H.  Bartlett,  London,  for  plaintiffs. 

George  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Ferguson,  J.,  Meredith, 
J.)  was  delivered  by 

Meredith,  J. — The  trial  was  too  abruptly  closed;  the 
case  should  have  been  tried  out  in  the  usual  way. 

It  may  well  be  that,  if  there  was  no  breach  of  the  first 
agreement  before  the  making  of  the  second  one,  the  defend- 
ants can  have  no  claim  now  for  breach  of  any  term  of  the 
earlier  agreement,  unless  also  a  breach  of  the  later  one. 

But  the  defendants  allege,  and  claim  in  respect  of, 
breaches  of  the  earlier  agreement  before  the  making  of  the 
later  one ;  and  the  plaintiff  denies  such  breaches,  and  alleges 
that,  if  there  were  any  such,  they  were  caused  by  the  defend- 
ants' own  default,  and  in  any  case  were  satisfied  by  the  later 
agreement. 

That  agreement,  however,  does  not  purport  to  be  in  satis- 
faction or  release  any  such  claims;  nor  is  it  wholly  incon- 
sistent with  such  claims. 

After  breach  there  must  be  a  release  or  accord  and  satis- 
faction. 
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There  is  no  release;  and  the  question  of  accord  and  satis- 
faction is  one  of  fact,  which  must  be  determined  upon  all 
the  relevant  evidence  which  may  be  adduced  at  the  trial. 
The  latter  agreement  is  evidence^  and  should  have  its  due 
weight,  but  cannot  exclude  all  other  evidence. 

A  substituted  promise  may,  if  there  be  a  good  considera- 
tion, and  if  .so  intended  by  the  parties,  be  a  valid  satisfac- 
tion of  the  breach  of  the  prior  promise.  The  question 
whether  the  parties  so  agreed  is,  in  such  a  case  aa  this,  one 
for  the  jury,  or  for  the  trial  Judge,  if  tried  without  the 
intervention  of  a  jury;  see  Evans  v.  Powis,  1  Ex.  601;  and 
Edwards  v.  Hancher,  1  C.  P.  D.  111. 

There  must  be  a  new  trial,  unless  the  parties  agree  to  a 
reference;  and,  as  neither  party  sought  the  ruling  m  ques- 
tion, all  costs  should  be  costs  in  the  action. 

P.  H.  Bartlett,  London,  solicitor  for  plaintiffs. 

Meredith,  Judd,  Dromgole,  &  Elliott,  London,  solicitors 
for  defendants. 


[March  3rd,  1902. 

divisional  court. 

KEESO  V.  THOMPSON. 

Work  and  Labour^— Agent—Joint  LiahUitu — Quarantw^Damages  for 
Unskilful  Work — Set-off,  not  Counterclaim— Coats — KuVe  1172. 

Appeal  by  defendant  Thompson  from  judgment  of 
County  Court  of  Perth  for  $105  and  costs  in  favour  of  plain- 
tiff, and  for  appellant  on  his  counterclaim  for  $71.95  and 
costs,  in  action  in  that  Court  to  recover  $165.40,  balance 
alleged  to  be  due  to  plaintiff  for  sawing,  skidding,  and  piling 
128,208  feet  of  lumber  delivered  by  defendants  at  plaintifPs 
mill  in  the  village  of  Listowel.  The  action  was  dismissed 
as  against  defendant  Marshall  on  the  ground  that,  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  plaintiff,  he  acted  only  as  agent  for  his  co- 
defendant.  The  appellant  brought  into  Court  $90  as  the 
balance  due,  alleging  that  the  number  of  feet  of  lumber  was 
only  103,669,  according  to  log  measure  as  agreed,  and 
claimed  $100  damages  for  the  negligent,  unskilful,  and 
wasteful  way  in  which  the  lumber  had  been  sawed  and  piled. 

The  plaintiff  cross-appealed  on  the  ground  that  the 
amount,  $71.95,  awarded  as  damages  to  defendant  Thompson 
was,  upon  the  evidence,  excessive,  and  that  it  also  shewed 
that  defendant  Marshall  was  jointly  liable  as  a  principal. 

H.  L.  Drayton,  for  defendant  Thompson. 

J.  Idington,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 
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The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Ferguson,  J.,  Meredith, 
J.)  was  delivered  by 

Meredith,  J. — The  action  was  rightly  dismissed  as 
against  the  defendant  Marshall;  though  he  had  been  willing 
to  become  jointly  liable  with  defendant  Thompson,  that 
could  not  be  accomplished  without  the  latter^s  consent,  and 
there  is  no  evidence  of  such  consent.  If  the  plaintiff  sue 
upon  the  transaction  with  Thompson,  Marshall  was  neither 
directly  nor  indirectly  a  party  to  it:  if  upon  the  transaction 
with  Marshall,  he  must  recover  against  him  only  in  the 
absence  of  evidence  of  his  authority  to  bind  Thom.pson;  and 
if  plaintiiff  sue  Marshall  as  a  guarantor  of  Thompson's  debt, 
the  action  fails  because  the  guarantee  is  not  in  writing. 
Holding  judgment  against  Thompson,  there  was  no  other 
course  but  to  dismiss  the  action,  as  was  done,  as  against 
Marshall.  Nor  can  the  finding  as  to  the  balance  due  to  the 
plaintiff  upon  his  contract  with  the  defendant  Thompson 
be  rightly  disturbed;  it  is  well  supported  in  the  great  mass 
of  contradictory  evidence  adduced  at  the  trial.  ...  It 
is  enough  to  say  that  the  conclusion  as  to  the  amounts  has 
not  been  displaced  upon,  but  is  well  supported  by,  the  whole 
evidence  in  the  case.  Judgment,  however,  in  such  a  case  as 
this,  ought  not  to  have  been  given  as  if  upon  cross-actions, 
but  the  amount  allowed  in  respect  of  defective  work  should 
have  been  deducted  from  the  amount  which  would  have 
been  payable  for  the  work  if  properly  done,  and  in  accord- 
ance with  the  contract,  and  judgment  entered  for  the  balance 
only.  There  is  nothing  to  shew  that  any  other  than  the 
usual  judgment  in  such  a  case  should  be  entered:  see  Cope 
V.  Hicks,  2.  Cr.  &  M.  214;  Lowe  v.  Holme,  10  Q.  B.  D.  286; 
Moore  v.  Qooderham,  10  0.  K.  451;  Girardot  v.  Welton,  19 
P.  R.  162  and  201;  Ryan  v.  Fraser,  16  L.  R.  Ir.  283.  The 
defence  of  tender  and  payment  into  Court  was  not  supported 
by  the  evidence. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs.  Judgment  to  be  entered  in 
the  Court  below  for  plaintiff  for  $33.70  damages  with  costs 
as  provided  in  Rule  1132. 

Cross-appeal  dismissed  with  costs,  if  there  be  any  costs 
of  it  not  taxable  as  costs  of  the  appeal.  The  money  in  Court 
should  be  paid  out  to  the  defendant  Thompson. 

Blewett  &  Bray,  Listowel,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

J.  J.  Stevens,  Teeswater,  solicitor  for  defendant  Thomp- 
son. 

Morphy  &  Carthew,  Listowel,  solicitors  for  defendant 
Marsbell. 
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WEEKLY  COURT. 

RE  ASSELSTINE. 

Btatute^— Settled  Estates  Act—Who  may  not  Petition — Partition  Act 

— Who  may  not  Partition. 

Petition  by  executor  and  devisees  of  Sarah  Asselstine, 
deceased,  for  order  for  sale  under  Settled  Estates  Act  of 
certain  land,  or  for  leave  to  petition  for  partition  of  it 
or  part  of  it.  Michael  Asselstine  devised  the  land  in  ques- 
tion in  1870  to  his  two  daughters  Elizabeth  and  Sarah  as 
tenants  in  common.  Sarah  died  in  1885,  and  by  her  will 
devised  her  half  interest  to  her  sister  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  certain  nephews  and  nieces,  the  petitioners.  Her  will  con  - 
ferred  upon  the  petitioner,  the  executor,  a  power  to  sell  her 
half  interest  with  the  consent  of  the  devisee,  the  life  tenant, 
Elizabeth  Asselstine. 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  petitioners. 

E.  D.  Armour,  K.C.,  and  6.  F.  Ruttan,  Napanee,  for 
Elizabeth  Asselstine.  Without  the  consent  of  the  tenant  for 
life,  there  is  no  jurisdiction  under  sec.  22  of  the  Settled 
Estates  Act:  Re  Taylor,  1  Ch.  D.  at  p.  431,  3  Ch.  D.  145, 
construing  sec.  16,  the  corresponding  section  in  the  Englistx 
Act;  see  also  Ex  p.  Puxley,  2  Ir.  Eq.  237;  Re  Atkinson,  30 
Ch.  D.  at  p.  612,  per  Pearson,  J.;  Re  Merry,  15  W.  R.  307; 
Re  Hurd,  2  H.  &  M.  at  pp.  201,  202,  per  Wood,  V.-C;  Mid- 
dleton's  Settled  Estates  Act,  pp.  30,  31;  Re  Dennis,  14  0.  R. 
267;  and  as  to  partition,  Murcar  v.  Boulton>  5  0.  R.  164,  and 
Fisken  v.  Ife,  28  0.  R.  695. 

Moss,  in  reply,  referred  to  the  Partition  Act,  sec.  5: 
Lawlor  v.  Lawlor,  9  P.  R.  455;  Martin  v.  KnowUys,  8  T.  R. 
145. 

Ferguson,  J.,  gave  oral  judgment  at  the  opening  of  the 
Court  the  day  following  the  argument,  holding  that  under 
neither  Act  could  an  order  be  made. 

Motion  dismissed  with  costs. 

J.  Bawden,  Kingston,  solicitor  for  petitioners. 

Morden  &  Ruttan,  Napanee,  solicitors  for  Elizabeth 
Asselstine. 


Street,  J.  March  7th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

CLERGUE  V.  McKAY. 

Discovery— Production  —  Privilege  —  Letters  bettDeen  Solicitor  and 

Client— Nature  of,  must  ftc  Set  Forth  in  Affidavit 

Gardner  v.  Irvin,  4  Ex.  D.  49,  O'Shea  v.  Wood,  [1891] 
P.  286.  and  Ainsworth  v.  Wilding,  [1900]  2  Ch.  3l5;  fol- 
lowed. 
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Hoffman  v.  Crerar,  17  P.  B.  405,  referred  to. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  order  of  Master  in  Chambers 
dismissing  plaintiff^s  application  for  a  better  affidavit  on  pro- 
duction from  defendant  Preston,  who  objected  to  produce 
certain  letters  between  himself  and  H.  &  M.,  solicitors,  "  on 
the  ground  that  they  were  all  communications  which  passe  J 
between  myself  and  my  solicitors,  H.  &  M.,  with  reference  to 
matters  which  are  now  in  question  in  this  action,  and  that  the 
same  are  confidential  communications  between  myself  and  my 
solicitors,  and  as  such  are  privileged  from  production.  That 
when  the  said  communications  passed  beikween  myself  and 
the  said  H.  &  M.,  the  said  H.  &  M.  bore  to  me  the  relation- 
ship of  solicitors,  and  my  said  communications  were  written 
to  them-  in  their  capacity  of  solicitors  for  me,  and  their  com- 
munications to  me  were  written  by  them  in  their  capacity 
of  solicitors  for  me,  in  reference  to  the  matters  which  are 
now  in  question  in  this  action."  The  evidence  shewed  that 
the  solicitors  acted  as  agents  for  the  defendant  Preston, 
who  WBS  the  o^vT^er  of  the  land  in  question,  in  offering  to 
sell  it  to  an  agent  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  13th  December, 
1899.  At  that  time  the  legal  estate  was  in  the  other  de- 
fendant (the  wife  of  one  of  the  solicitors.)  On  the  12th 
January,  1900,  she  conveyed  the  legal  estate  to  her  co-de- 
fendant, Preston,  and  on  that  day  the  first  of  the  letters 
was  written  by  the  solicitors  to  Preston.  The  next  letter 
was  from  Preston  to  them  on  the  20th  January,  1900.  Then 
there  was  a  letter  from  the  solicitors  to  Preston  on  the  6th 
February,  1900,  and  one  from  him  to  them  on  the  10th  Feb- 
ruary, 1900.  There  was  then  a  gap  in  the  correspondence 
until  the  23rd  May,  1900.  The  present  action  (for  specific 
performance)  was  begun  on  the  29th  Miay,  1900. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  R.  U.  McPherson,  for 
plaintiff. 

W.  M.  Douglas,  K.C.,  for  defendant  Preston. 

Street,  J. — The  affidavit  on  production  must  not  only 
state  that  the  correspondence  is  confidential  and  of  a  pro- 
fessional character,  but  the  nature  of  it  must  be  set  forth 
without  any  ambiguity  whatever,  in  order  that  there  may  be 
no  doubt  as  to  its  being  privileged.  The  solicitors  were 
acting  as  agents  for  the  sale  of  the  defendant  Preston^s 
land  very  shortly  before  the  first  letter  was  written;  and  it 
seems  to  be  the  beginning  of  the  correspondence  in  question. 
It  is  not  unreasonable  to  require  that  the  client  should  give 
some  more  definite  description  of  the  correspondence  than 
that  it  is  written  "in  reference  to  the  matters  which  are 
now  in  question  in  this  action,"  for  that  description  does 
not  necessarily  imply  that  the  client  was  by  his  letters  con- 
sulting the  solicitors  in  their  character  of  solicitors  and  re- 
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ceiving  legal  advice  from  them  by  the  letters  written  by 
them  to  him :  Gardner  v.  Irvin,  4  Ex.  D.  49 ;  O'Shea  v.  Wood, 
[1891]  P.  286;  and  Ainsworth  v.  WUding,  [1900]  2  Ch. 
315.  This  decision  goes  beyond  Hoffman  v.  Creiar,  17  P.  K. 
405,  but  that  case  did  not  go  as  far  as  the  authorities  require. 
Appeal  allowed.  Defendant  Preston  to  file  a  better  affidavit. 
Costs  in  the  cause. 

Simpson  &  Rowland,  Sault  Ste.  Marie,  solicitors  for 
plaintiff. 

Hearst  &  McKay,  Sault  Ste.  Marie,  solicitors  for  de- 
fendant. 


Street,  J.  March  8th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

MORBISON  V.  GRAND  TRUNK  R.  W.  CO 

Discovery — Examination  of  Officer  of  Corporation^Kaiitoay  Company 

— Engine-driver — Rules  439,  461, 

An  engine-driver  is  not  an  officer  of  a  railway  company 
examinable  for  discovery  under  Rule  439,  especially  having 
regard  to  the  provision  of  Rule  461  (2)  that  his  examination 
would  be  evidence  against  the  company. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  order  of  Master  in  Chambers 
for  examination  by  plaintiff  of  one  Spratt,  an  engine-driver 
of  defendants,  for  discovery,  as  an  officer  of  the  defendants. 
The  action  was  brought  by  the  widow  of  a  conductor  who 
was  killed  while  in  charge  of  a  passenger  train  of  defendants, 
to  recover  damages  for  his  death.  Spratt  was  the  driver  in 
charge  of  the  engine  of  the  train  in  question.  One  Costello, 
the  defendants'  roadmaster  at  the  place  of  the  accident,  was 
present  and  took  charge  of  the  train,  in  place  of  deceased, 
when  it  proceeded. 

D.  L.  McCarthy,  for  defendants. 

J.  G.  O'Donoghue,  for  plaintiff. 

Street,  J. — It  is  important  to  bear  in  mind  the  pro- 
visions of  Rule  461  (2).  .  .  .  Under  this  Rule  the  ex- 
amination of  every  one  who  is  examined  as  an  officer  of  the 
corporation  is  treated  as  evidence  against  the  corporation  in 
the  same  manner  and  to  the  saniie  extent  as  the  examina- 
tion of  a  party  is  treated  as  evidence  against  himself.  The 
result  is,  that  a  plaintiff  in  an  action  against  a  corporation 
has  the  advantage  in  many  cases  of  giving  important  evidence 
against  the  defendants  by  means  of  the  depositions,  taJcen 
out  of  Court,  of  so  called  officers  of  the  corporation,  who 
may  be  unfriendly  to  it,  and  who  are  not  seen  by  the  jury 
unless  called  by  the  corporation  as  its  own  witnesses.  We 
should  not  extend  the  meaning  of  Rule  439  to  any  class 
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of  employees  without  being  satisfied  that  they  properly  come 
within  it. 

In  Leitch  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  W.  Co.,  12  P.  R.  541,  671, 
13  P.  R.  369,  the  groxmds  upon  which  it  was  considered  by 
the  Divisional  Court  and  by  Osier  and  Maclennan,  JJ.A., 
in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  that  the  conductor  was  examinable, 
were  that  he  was  intrusted  by  the  company  with  the  charge 
of  their  train  in  its  transit,  and  that  he  was,  therefore,  for 
that  particular  occasion  and  purpose,  to  be  treated  as  a:i 
officer. 

These  reasons  do  not  appear  to  be  applicable  to  the  posi- 
tion of  the  driver  of  the  engine  attached  to  the  train,  for 
he,  as  well  as  the  brakesmen,  is  not  in  charge  of  the  engine 
or  the  cars  during  their  journey,  but  is  under  the  control 
of  the  conductor. 

[The  learned  Judge  then  referred  to  Knight  v.  Grand 
Trunk  R.  W.  Co.,  13  P.  R.  386;  Dawson  v.  London  Street 
R.  W.  Co.,  18  P.  R.  223;  and  Caeselman  v.  Ottawa,  etc.,  R. 
W.  Co.,  18  P.  R.  261.] 

None  of  these  cases  seems  to  me  to  extend  the  principle 
upon  which  a  conductor  was  admitted  by  the  Courts  to  be 
treated  as  an  officer  of  the  company.  The  principle  would 
undoubtedly  be  extended  at  once  to  employees  of  an  inferior 
grade,  and  the  difficulty  of  drawing  a  line  anywhere  would 
be  greatly  increased,  if  we  were  to  hold  an  engine-driver 
examinable  under  the  Rule. 

Appeal  allowed. 

Lee  &  O'Donoghue,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Bell  &  Biggar,  Belleville,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


MacMahon,  J.  March  7th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

BTJRRELL  v.  LOTT. 
Easement — Riffht  of  Wau^Repaira — Dominant  and  Servient   Tene- 
mentB — Water— RigM  to  Flow  of-^InfunctUm, 

Action  (1)  for  a  declaration  that  the  defendant  was  not 
entitled  to  a  right  of  way  over  the  plaintiff's  premises,  or  to 
maintadn  on  the  plaintiff's  premises  a  certain  pier,  and  for 
an  injunction  restraining  the  defendant  from  trespassing; 
(2)  for  a  declaration  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled,  in  con- 
nection with  his  foundry  business,  to  take  and  discharge 
into  the  ttfil  race  under  the  defendant's  mill  one-third  of 
the  water  of  the  river  Moira;  (3)  for  an  injunction  restrain- 
ing the  defendant  from  obstructing  the  tail  race  or  imped- 
ing the  free  discharge  of  waste  water  from  the  plaintiff's 
water  wheel ;  (4)  for  a  mandatory  order  upon  the  defendant 
to  remove  all  obstructions  from  the  tail  race. 
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The  action  was  tried  without  a  jury  at  Belleville  on  the 
19th,  20th,  and  2l8t  November,  and  at  Toronto  on  the  24th 
December,  1901. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  W.  N*.  Ferguson,  for  plain- 
tiff. 

E.  D.  Armour,  K.C.,  and  E.  6.  Porter,  for  defendant. 

ilAcMAHON,  J.— The  properties  now  owned  by  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  respectively  were  on  the  5th  January, 
1867,  conveyed  in  one  pajrcel  to  the  late  Ellis  Burrell  and 
William  Bleecker.     ...     In  July,  1870,  Bleecker  conveyed 
to  Burrell  his  interest  as  a  tenant  in  common.     In  the  con- 
veyance Bleecker  covenanted  to  keep  in  repair  the  north 
part  of  the  mill  dam  across  the  Modra,  and  Burrell  to  keep 
the  south  part  in  repair.     Burrell  died  in   1882,  and  by 
his  will  devised  to  his  son,  the  plaintiff,  a  portion  of  the 
property,  called  "  the  foundry  property,"  and  described  as 
lying  to  the  east  of  the  lane  leading  from  Mill  street  in  the 
direction  of  the  mill  dam,  and  situate  on  the  north  side  of 
Mill  street,  extending  to  the  centre  of  the  river,  with  the 
right  to  use  the  lane  in  common  with  the  owners  of  the 
property  to  the  west  thereof;  also  the  right  to  use  the  waters 
of  the  river  to  the  extent  of  one-third  thereof,  flowing  to 
the  south  of  the  river,  and  to  discharge  the  waste  water 
into  the  river  at  the  most  convenient  place  therefor,  and  sub- 
ject to  the  charge  of  keeping  the  soujbh  half  of  the  mill  dam 
in  repair  to  the  extent  of  one-third  of  the  expense  thereof, 
etc.     The  testator  also  directed  that,  if  his  son-in-law  Cam- 
pion desired  to  purchase  the  property  to  the  west  of  that 
devised  to  plaintiff,  it  was  to  be  conveyed  to  him  by  the 
executors  at  the  price  of  $20,000.    The  executors,  on  tne 
11th  April,  1882,  conveyed  the  same  to  Campion.    The  de- 
scription in  this   conveyance  covered  the   whole  lot,  but 
there  was  excepted  thereout  the  land  devised  to  plaintiff. 
The  conveyance  was  subject  to  the  covenants  in  the  deed 
from  Bleecker  to  Burrell.     In  1876  defendant  Lott  became 
the  tenant  from  Ellis  Burrell  of  the  foundry  building  and 
water  power,  and  continued  as  such  till  the  latter's  death 
in  1882 ;  after  which  (the  plaintiff  then  being  12  years  old), 
his  guardian  leased  the  foundry  proper  to  Lott,  who  re- 
mained tenant  thereof  till  1893,  when  he  surrendered  pos- 
session to  plaintiff.    Burrell's  executors,  und^r  the  power 
of  sale  in  a  mortgage  made  by  Campion  of  the  property  con- 
veyed to  himj,  sold  and  conveyed  to  W.  H.  Potter  and  the 
defendant  Lott  in  1885,  and  Potter  conveyed  his  interest  to 
Lott  in  1888. 
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Dealing  first  with  what  is  called  the  "north  pier."    .    .    , 
James  F.  Serrex,  who  was  in  Ellis  Burrell^s  employment  prior 
to  1867,  said  that  in  the  spring  of  that  year  the  dam  across 
the  river,  and  a  pier  above  the  south  end  of  the  dam,  were 
swept  away  by  freshets.    He  said  that,  prior  to  the  destruc- 
tion of  the  dam,  some  cribbing  was  placed  out  from  the 
bank  of  the  river,  as  a  retaining  wall,  to  prevent  the  earth 
from  being  carried  away  from  the  bank  into  the  river,  dur- 
ing high  water.    This  crib-work,  built  out  14  or  16  feet  into 
the  river,  was  known  as  "the  fire-stand,"  or  north  pier. 
.     .     .    Mr.  Baker  stated  that  the  fire-stand  had  been  altered 
a  great  many  times  by  pieces  being  carried  off  from  the  end 
by  the  spring  freshets,  and  if  injured  by  the  freshets  of 
1878  and  repaired  in  that  year,  no  appreciable  extension  was 
made  to  it.     ...    I  am,  however,  satisfied,  and  I  so  find, 
that  it  was  not  imtil  1887,  after  the  fire-stand  was  injured 
by  the  freshet,  and  upon  its  being  rebuilt,  that  it  was  ex- 
tended to  its  present  length  into  the  river.     ...    In  1885 
the  defendant  became  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  premises  he 
now  occupies,  and  in  1887  he  was  tenant  of  that  portion 
owned  by  the  plaintiff,  so  that,  when  the  fire-stand  was 
extended  to  its  present  position  in  the  latter  year,  the  de- 
fendant was  in  occupation  of  the  whole  property.     .     .     . 
Even  had  I  found  that  the  extension  to  the  north  pier  was 
made  in  1878,  and  therefore  existed  in  practically  its  pres- 
ent condition  when  the  defendant  became  the  purchaser  of 
his  present  premises,  he  could  not  claim  a  right  of  way  over 
the  plaintiff's  land  to  make  repairs  to  the  dam  and  pier, 
unless  it  was  a  right  of  way  occupied  and  enjoyed  at  that 
time  as  appurtenant  to  the  premises.    The  12-foot  lane  was 
designed  as  the  way  by  which  repairs  could  be  made  to  the 
dam.    The  dam  is  west  of  the  line  of  the  plaintiff's  foundry, 
which  forms  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  lane,  and  the  plain- 
tiff, under  the  devise  to  him,  is  charged  with  one-third  of 
the  cost  of  keeping  the  dam  in  repair,  with  right  of  entry 
to  repair.     ...     As  the  pier  did  giot  exist  in  its  present 
condition  when  the  defendant  purchased  in  1885,  nor  did 
the  pier  then  existing  produce  the  beneficent  effects  which 
it  is  claimed  are  produced  by  the  existing  pier,  the  defendant 
cannot  claim  a  right  to  repair  it  so  as  to  keep  it  extended 
to  its  present  position  in  the  river.     .     .     .     The  channel 
through  which  the  water  flows   which  propels   the   wheels 
under  the  plaintiff's  foundry  and  the  defendant's  factory  is 
an  artificial  one,  and  where  that  is  the  case  "any  right  to 
the  flow  of  the  water  rests  on  some  grant  or  arrangement, 
either  proved  or  presumed,  from  or  with  the  owners  of  the 


184 

lands  from  which  the  water,  is  artificially  brought,  or  on 
some  other  legal  origin:^'  Rameshur  v.  Koonj,  4  App.  Cas. 
121. 

The  first  devise  under  the  will  of  Ellis  Burrell  is  of  the 
foundry  property  to  the  east  of  the  lane  with  "  the  right  to 
use  the  waters  of  the  said  river  to  the  extent  of  one-third 
thereof  fiowing  to  the  south  of  the  said  river  and  to  discharge 
the  water  into  the  said  river  at  the  most  convenient  place 
therefor."  The  most  convenient  place  is  that  provided  by 
the  channel  created  therefor  by  the  devisor,  Ellis  Burrell. 
And  the  down  stream  tenement  was,  as  to  the  right  to  the 
flow  of  one-third  of  the  water  of  the  river,  the  servient  tene- 
ment, and  when  the  defendant  became  the  purchaser  thereof 
he  was  the  servient  owner,  and  as  such  must  suffer  the  water 
to  flow  uninterruptedly  over  the  servient  tenement:  God- 
dard  on  Easements,  p.  21.     .     .     . 

There  is  a  very  large  diminution  of  the  power  to  which 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled,  caused  by  the  platform  and  wheel 
of  the  defendant  obstructing  the  flow  of  the  water  through 
the  flume  and  backing  it  up  on  the  plaintiff's  wheel. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  as  prayed. 

Millar,  Ferguson,  &  Hughes,  Toronto,  solicitors  for 
plaintiff. 

E.  G.  Porter,  Belleville,  solicitor  for  defendant. 
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divisional  court. 
PRITTIE  V.  LAUGHTON. 

Hpecifie  Performance — Alteration  of  Written  Offer— Onus  of  Proof — 
Alternative  Remedy  in  Damages — Effect  of  not  Pleading— Vivi- 
»ion  Court— Solicitor* %  Duty  and  Risk  in  Choosing  Forum, 

Croockewit  v.  Fletcher,  1  H.  &  N.  893,  per  Martin,  B., 
approved. 

'Adderley  v.  Dixon,  1  S.  &  S.  at  p.  610,  and  Seanlan  v. 
McDonough,  10  C.  P.  104,  referred  to. 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  judgment  of  Meredith,  C.J., 
dismissing  action  to  compel  specific  performance  of  an  agree- 
ment to  sell  certain  land.  The  agreement  or  option  gave 
plaintiffs  a  certain  number  of  days  within  which  to  purchase. 
The  trial  Judge  held  that  the  plaintiffs  had  failed  to  make 
out  a  contract;  that  the  document  originally  contained  the 
word  "  thirty  "  where  the  word  "  ninty ''  in  the  document, 
as  produced,  was  written,  as  the  number  of  days  within 
which  the  purchase  was  to  be  competed;  that,  in  view  of 
that,  and  looking  at  the  extraordinary  character  of  the 
instrument — all  scratched — ^it  could  not  be  found,  in  the 
conflict  of  evidence,  that  the  option  was  originally  for  ninety 
days;  that  defendant  Peter  Laughton  did  not  know  that  the 
acceptance  was  written  as  declared  by  plaintiffs,  and  that, 
if  it  was  so  written,  Laughton  did  not  know  it  was  there; 
and  that,  there  having  been  a  material  alteration  of  the 
option,  the  plaintiffs  could  not  succeed. 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

C.  C.  Going,  Toronto  Junction,  for  defendant. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Ferguson,  J.,  Meredith, 
J.)  was  delivered  by 

Meredith,  J. — ^If  the  right  determination  of  this  ease 
depended    entirely    upon    the    single    question,   was   the 
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writing  in  question  altered  as  the  defendants  allege? 
the  judgment  should,  I  think,  be  reversed,  because  there 
is  no  finding  that  it  was  so  altered,  and  the  onus  of 
proof  of  such  is  ordinarily  upon  the  party  asserting  it.  In 
a  writing  of  this  character  an  apparent  alteration  is  ordin- 
arily presumed  to  have  been  made  before  it  was  signed. 

But  the  case  is  not  one  of  that  single  and  plain  character. 
The  action  is  for  specific  performance  only,  and  no  attempt 
to  obtain  in  the  alternative  damages  for  breach  of  contract 
has  been  made,  nor  any  evidence  given  sufficient  to  support 
such  a  claim. 

And  the  case  is  so  full  of  uncertainties  that  I  cannot 
doubt  specific  performance  was  rightly  refused,  and  if  so 
there  was  no  other  course  open  than  to  dismiss  the  action. 

[The  writing  is  of  a  slovenly  character,  in  pencil  only, 
illegible  and  misspelt,  and  no  copy  of  it  was  made.  A  very 
fit  subject  for  alteration  without  detection,  and,  making  it 
fitill  more  unsatisfactory,  it  has  been  crossed  and  scorea  over 
and  many  words  added,  in  pencil,  so  as  to  make  it  quite  un- 
intelligible, in  some  respects,  without  parol  evidence.  These 
are  not  matters  entirely  irrelevant  to  the  issues  in  this  action 
for  specific  performance  of  the  agreement — relief  not  given 
ex  dehiio  justitiat,  but  resting  in  the  judicial  discretion  of  the 
Court — nor  necessarily  in  an  action  for  damages.  See  Moine 
V.  Hendron,  30  Miss.  110;  Addison  on  Contracts,  9th  ed., 
p.  175;  and  Am.  and  Eng.  Encyc.  of  Law,  2nd  ed.,  pp.  272-9. 

See  observations  of  Martin,  B.,  in  Croockewit  v.  Fletcher, 
1  H.  &  N.  at  p.  912,  which  cannot  be  repeated  too  often, 
.as  to  any  tampering  with  or  alteration  in  written  documents, 
referring  to  Davidson  v.  Cooper,  13  M.  &  W.  778.  .  .  . 
The  plaintiffs  assume  quite  too  much  in  taking  it  for  granted 
that  the  alteration  has  left  the  writing  plain  and  legible — 
that  the  changed  word  is  not  plainly  "  ninty,'^  intended  for 
ninety.  That  is  not  so,  and  consequently,  the  onus  was 
upon  them  of  proving  the  writing  to  be  that  which  they 
allege  it  to  be;  quite  a  different  case  from  one  in  which  the 
alteration  is  plain  on  the  face  of  the  document,  and  there  is 
nothing  to  prevent  the  presumption  against  its  having  been 
wrongfully  made  arising.  The  plaintiffs  have  not  satisfied 
this  onus  of  proof.  The  trial  Judge  has  not  found  even  that 
the  word  is  "  ninty,^^  and  if  the  onus  rested  upon  the  plain- 
tiffs of  proving  that  when  the  writing  was  signed  the  word 
was  "  ninety,"  the  action  was  rightly  dismissed. 

There  are  also  all  the  other  circumstances  of  the  case  to 
he  taken  into  consideration  .  .  .  and  the  fact  that  upon 
the  evidence  it  must  be  found  that  one  lot  at  least  had  been 
sold  by  the  vendor  before  the  date  of  the  writing,  and  there 
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was  therefore  uncertainty  as  to  price,  preventing  specific 
performance. 

But^  in  addition  to  these  circumstances,  the  case  is  one  in 
which  the  plaintiff  might  well  be  left  to  his  common  law 
remedy  for  breach  of  contract.  The  lots,  apparently  about 
20  in  number,  were  to  be  sold  for  $100  altogether,  an  average 
of  $5  each.  They  were  bought  to  sell  again  for  the  pur- 
pose of  speculation  only.  They  were  tax  title  lots  in  To- 
ronto Junction.  No  one  can  doubt  the  feasibility  of  going 
into  the  market,  and  being  able  to  buy  abundantly  of  such 
lots.  .  .  .  It  is  not  a  case  in  which  damages  will  not 
"afford  a  complete  remedy :^^  Adderley  v.  Dixon,  1  S.  &  S. 
608.     Here  damages  will  completely  compensate. 

The  plaintiffs'  claim  should,  in  my  judgment,  have  been 
made  in  the  Division  Court  for  damages,  and  the  question  of 
the  alteration  have  been  there  tried  by  a  jury.  No  question 
of  title  to  land  is  raised,  and  the  Division  Court  has  juris- 
diction to  award  such  damages  up  to  $60,  three-fifths  of  the 
whole  price  of  the  lots  together.  As  to  a  solicitor's  duty 
and  risk  in  bringing  an  action  in  a  superior  Court  which 
might  have  been  brought  in  an  inferior  Court,  see  Scanlan 
V.  McDonough,  10  C.  P.  104. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

W.  Cook,  Toronto,  solicitor  for  plaintiffs. 

C.  C.  Going,  Toronto  Junction,  solicitor  for  defendant. 

March  12th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 
HUME  V.  HUME. 
Pleading — Co  un  tetclaim—A  n  nuity—Execu  tor. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  order  of  Street,  J.,  ante  p. 
156. 

The  same  counsel  appeared. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  Mac- 
Mahon,  J.,  LouNT,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Meredith,  C. J.— Mr.  Bicknell  has  argued  this  very  fully, 
and,  I  am  sure,  has  said  everything  that  possibly  could  be 
said  in  support  of  the  appeal,  but  we  think  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  tfiJce  time  to  consider  his  argument. 

What,  practically,  the  defendant  is  seeking  to  do  is  to 
obtain  a  judgment  for  the  administration  of  an  estate,  of 
which  the  plaintiff  and  two  others  are  executors,  and  in 
which  she  and  several  others  are  interested,  as  next  of  kin, 
on  a  counterclaim  in  an  action  in  which  one  of  the  execu- 
tors, suing  in  her  own  right,  is  plaintiff. 
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In  my  opinion,  the  legislature  did  not  contemplate  that 
such  a  claim  should  be  the  subject  of  a  counterclaim. 

It  is  true  that  the  language  of  the  Rule  giving  the  right 
to  counterclaim  is  very  wide,  but  I  think  it  is  not  wide 
enough  to  cover  a  case  of  this  kind. 

Here  this  defendant  has  no  debt  or  claim  for  whfch  she 
could  sue  the  plaintiff.  She  has  a  right  as  one  of  the  next 
of  kin  to  bring  an  action  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to 
account  ss  a  trustee  or  executrix  for  the  moneys  of  the 
estate  which  have  come  to  her  hands.  That  action,  not- 
withstanding Mr.  Bickneirs  argument,  I  still  think  is  a  class 
action,  an  action  brought  on  behalf  and  for  the  benefit  of 
all  the  next  of  kin  of  the  estate  for  the  purpose  of  having 
the  accounts  taken  and  the  amount  in  the  hands  of  the 
defendant  distributed. 

The  only  judgment  which  could  result  from  the  counter- 
claim, if  it  went  to  trial,  would  be  a  judgment  for  admin- 
istration of  the  estate.  It  would  be  necessary  to  have  the 
other  executors  before  the  Court;  it  would  be  necessary  to 
have  the  other  next  of  kin  before  the  Court;  and  the  result 
would  be  not  a  judgment  that  this  defendant  should  recover 
from  the  plaintiff  anything, — assuming  a  sum  of  money  to 
be  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant, — but  an  order  that  the 
plaintiff  pay  into  Court  the  amount  in  her  hands,  and  the 
Master,  or  the  person  to  whom  the  reference  was  directed, 
would  determine  the  proportions  in  which  that  money  would 
be  distributed  among  the  next  of  kin. 

It  put  in  Daniell  that  a  next  of  kin  cannot  sue  unless  for 
an  aliquot  portion  of  an  ascertained  sum  in  the  hands  of  an 
executor,  ihere  is  no  pretence  here  that  there  is  any  aliquot 
part  of  an  ascertained  sum  in  the  hands  of  the  defendants 
by  counterclaim..  What  is  claimed  is  that  she  has  received 
the  rents  of  the  farm,  and  that  she  has  not  accounted  for 
them,  and  that  the  plaintiff  by  counterclaim  is  entitled  to 
a  distributive  share  of  the  moneys  in  her  hands. 

I  thinik  it  would  be  most  inconvenient  that  an  action  of 
this  kind,  in  which  the  other  executors  are  concerned,  and 
in  which  the  other  next  of  kin  are  concerned,  should 
be  tacked  on  to  an  action  to  recover  a  legacy  to  which  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  under  the  will;  and  to  treat  the  provisions 
of  the  Rule  as  to  counterclaim  as  extending  so  far  as  to 
include  such  a  counterclaim  would  be  to  create  a  condition 
that  would  be  most  unsatisfactory,  bringing  into  the  suit 
and  tying  up  along  with  it  an  action  for  the  administration 
of  the  estate. 
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I  think  the  order  appealed  from  was  right,  and  that  the 
appeal  shoyld  be  dismissed  with  costs  to  the  respondent  in 
any  event. 

Britton,  J.  March  13th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

BIBBY  V.  DAVIS. 

PuHie  Health—Board  of — Contagious  Disease— Engaging  Physician 
to  Attend— Uability  to  Pay— Medical  Health  Officer  not  Per- 
sonally Liable— Mandamus— R.  S.  0. 1897  ch.  248,  sees,  i^,  48,  6'6. 

Action  against  defendant  Dainard  as  medical  health  oflfi- 
<jer  and  the  other  defendants  as  the  local  board  of  health 
of  the  township  of  Euphrasia,  tried  at  Owen  Sound  Vith 
-a  jury. 

S.  G.  McKay,  Owen  Sound,  for  plaintiflE. 

I.  B.  Lucas,  Owen  Sound,  and  W.  H.  Wright,  Owen 
Sound,  for  defendants. 

Britton,  J. — The  plaintiff,  a  physician,  seeks  to  recover 
^560  for  attendance  on  a  smallpox  patient  for  56  days  at 
<10  a  day,  value  of  clothing,  articles,  etc.,  destroyed  by  order 
of  the  board.  Upon  the  answers  of  the  jury  and  th^  whole 
case,  I  find  that  there  is  no  personal  liability  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant  Dainard.  He  is  not  a  member  of  the 
board:  see  sees.  33,  48,  and  66,  R.  S.  0.  1897  ch.  248. 
Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  for  25  days  at  $7  a  day  and 
^6.90  for  clothing  destroyed.  The  jury  found  25  days  a 
reasonable  time,  and,  as  the  bargain  made  with  defendant 
Fawcett  was  for  $7  a  day  as  long  as  the  board  required  his 
services,  it  should  pay  not  only  for  the  12  days  plaintiff  was 
actually  in  charge  of  Smith,  but  for  the  15  days  he  was  in 
quarantine  afterwards;  but  I  see  no  authority  for  allowing 
against  the  board  the  value  of  property  which  ought  to  have 
been  destroyed  but  was  not  destroyed:  see  sec.  100.  The 
jury  found  that  all  ought  to  have  been  destroyed,  and  fixed 
the  value  at  $30.  In  the  absence  of  any  specific  evidence 
as  to  a  larger  value,  I  fix  it  at  $6.90.  The  articles  not  de- 
stroyed belong  to  plaintiff,  and  he  may  take  them.  Judg- 
ment accordingly  for  plaintiff,  less  $83.90  paid  into  Court, 
and  for  High  Court  costs.  The  order  for  mandamus  to  the 
board  to  sign  an  order  to  the  township  council  for  the 
amount  must  also  be  granted.  It  is  a  case  where  within  the 
authorities  the  relief  by  mandamus  may  properly  be  termed 
ancillary  relief:  see  Ward  v.  Lowndes,  28  L.  J.  Q.  B.  265; 
Worthington  v.  Hutton,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  63;  Webb  v.  Com- 
missioners, L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  642.     The  board  have  no  funds, 
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but  they  can  make  contracts,  sue  and  be  sued,  and  the  town- 
ship must  provide  money  and  pay  it  upon  the  order  of  the 
board  or  any  two  members.  The  mandamus  order  should  be 
as  in  Re  Derby  and  Local  Board  of  Health  of  Plantaganet,. 
19  0.  R.  51,  directing  all  the  members  to  sign  the  order 
asked  for.  It  is  a  case  for  High  Court  costs.  The  letter 
of  defendant  Dainard,  who  met  with  the  board  and  acted 
as  one  of  them,  though  not  a  member,  might  well  lead 
plaintiff  to  suppose  he  could  recover  the  larger  amount. 

McKay  &  Sampson,  Owen  Sound,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Lucas,  Wright,  &  McArdle,  Owen  Sound,  solicitors  for 
defendants. 


Britton,  J.  March  12th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

FERGUSON  V.  ARKELL. 
Sale  of  Goods — Stallton^-Warranty— Breach. 

Action  for  a  rescission  on  the  ground  of  fraud  of  a  con- 
tract for  purchase  by  plaintiffs  of  a  stallion  called  Whitby 
for  the  price  of  $1,400,  and  for  an  injunction. 

S.  G.  McKay,  Owen  Sound,  for  plaintiffs. 

H.  L.  Drayton  and  J.  J.  Stevens,  Teeswater,  for  de- 
fendant. 

Brittox,  J. — Tlie  defendant  employed  one  Ferguson  and 
one  Armstrong  to  assist  him  in  selling  the  horse  to  a  syndi- 
cate, the  plaintiffs,  and  the  sale  was  effected  on  14th  May,. 
1901,  for  $200  in  cash  and  three  notes  of  $400  each.  The 
sale  was  upon  the  representation  by  the  defendant  that  the 
*Miorse  wah  good  and  sound,  not  more  than  ten  years  old^ 
and  a  sure  foal-getter."  Each  of  the  plaintiffs  relied  upon 
practically  the  same  representation  made  by  defendant  or  one 
or  both  of  his  agents,  and  he  and  they  intended  the  repre- 
sentations to  be  relied  on,  and  knew  they  were  false.  I 
find  that  at  the  time  thev  were  made  and  on  the  sale  that 
the  horse  was  unsound,  over  ten  years  old,  and  not  a  sure  foal- 
getter.  The  defendant  left  his  former  home  so  as  to  avoid  a 
tender  of  the  horse,  but  the  plaintiffs,  I  find,  elected  on 
discovering  the  fraud  to  rescind  the  contract  and  are  entitled 
to  do  so.  The  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  horse  and  may 
take  him  away  at  any  time;  if  he  refuses,  plaintiffs  may 
sell  him  and  apply  proceeds  on  account  of  their  claim.  The 
plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  indemnity  against  payment  of  any 
of  the  notes,  and  need  not  pay  the  $200,  which,  for  some 
reason,  was  not  paid  in  cash.    Judgment  for  plaintiffg  for 
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^1,200  and  interest.  The  amount  of  any  notes  returned 
are  to  be  credited  on  the  judgment.  Any  plaintifE  is  entitled 
to  contribution  from  his  co-plaintiffs  if  he  pay  any  note. 
Each  plaintiff  was  an  owner  of  a  one-sixth  share  in  the  syn- 
dicate except  William  Richardson,  who  has  two-sixths. 
High  Court  costs  to  plaintiffs.  Injunction  against  defendant 
restraining  him  from  parting  with  the  two  remaining  notes 
continued. 

R.  Vanstone,  Wingham,  solicitor  for  plaintiffs. 
J.  J.  Stevens,  Teeswater,  solicitor  for  defendant. 


Falconbridge,  C.J.  March  12th,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

McCLENAGHAN  v.  PERKINS. 

E^pecutors   and   Trustees — Negliffence — Mismanagement — Breaches   of 

TrusP— Compensation. 

Appeal  by  defendant  Perkins  and  his  assignee  for  credi- 
tors, defendant  Mutchmor,  from  report  of  Master  at  Ottawa, 
and  cross-appeals,  by  plaintiff  and  defendants  H.  D.  and  11. 
V.  Lyon  from  report  of  Master  at  Ottawa,  heard  at  Ottawa. 

T.  A.  Beament,  Ottawa,  for  defendants  Perkins  and 
Mutchmor. 

W.  J.  Code,  Ottawa,  for  plaintiff. 

T.  F.  Barrett,  Ottawa,  for  defendant  Lyons. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. —  .  .  .  The  findings  of  the 
Master  are  correct  and  should  be  sustained  on  the  questions 
raised  by  the  appeal  and  cross-appeals,  except  as  to  the  com- 
pensation allowed  to  the  executor,  defendant  Perkins,  who 
(1)  k?ept  no  books,  (2)  failed  to  invest  the  estate  moneys, 
though  directed  to  do  so,  (3)  overpaid  one  of  the  heirs,  (4) 
allowed  taxes  to  run  greatly  into  arrears,  (5)  paid  large  por- 
tions of  the  corpus  to  beneficiaries  before  the  period  of  vest- 
ing, contrary  to  the  terms  of  the  wills;  and,  assuming  that 
the  estates  will  lose  nothing,  though  the  executor  has 
assigned  to  defendant  Mutchmor,  the  executor  is  not  on  the 
above  facts  entitled  to  any  compensation.  The  plaintiff 
and  the  defendants  will  have  their  costs  against  the  executor 
and  his  assignee  of  this  appeal  and  of  the  cross-appeals;  the 
report  will  be  amended  by  disallowing  the  $1,900  for  com- 
pensation; and  judgment  will  go  in  terms  of  the  report  as 
amended. 
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OsLER,  J.A.  March  10th,  190!^. 

C.  A.-Chaicbers. 

HE   EMPLOYERS'   LIABILITY   CORPORATION   AND 

EXCELSIOR  LIFE  INSURANCE  CO. 

Leave  to  Appeal — Appointment  of  Sole  Arbitrator. 

Leave  to  appeal  from  order  of  a  Divisional  Court,  ante  p. 
87  and  3  0.  L.  R.  93,  was  granted. 

Street,  J.  March  10th,  1902^ 

VITBEKLY  COURT. 

CITY  OF  TORONTO  v.   BELL  TELEPHONE  CO.  OP 

CANADA. 

Constitutional  Law— Incorporation  of  Companies — Dominion  Objects 
— Interfei-ence  uHth  Property  and  Civil  Kighte  in  PrwHnce— 
Telephone  Company— Right  to  Carry  Poles  and  Wires  along 
and  across  Streets— Consent  of  Municipality— Dominion  and 
Provincial  Statutes — Construction— Inconsistent  Provisions. 

Special  case  stated  by  the  parties  and  heard  on  the  26th 
February,  1902. 

C.  Robinson,  K.C.,  and  J.  S.  Fullerton,  K.C.,  for  plain- 
tiflfs. 

W.  Cassels,  K.C.,  G.  Lynch-Staunton,  K.C.,  and  S.  tr- 
Wood,  for  defendants. 

Street,  J.,  held  as  follows: — 

1.  Under  the  British  North  America  Act,  the  power  of 
the  Canadian  Parliament  extends  to  the  granting  of  charters 
of  incorporation  to  companies,  with  Canadian,  as  distin- 
guished from  Provincial,  objects,  and  to  declaring  the 
objects  of  their  incorporation;  but,  except  in  the  case  of 
companies  incorporated  for  carrying  into  effect  some  of  the 
heads  mentioned  in  sec.  91,  the  mere  fact  of  a  Canadian 
incorporation  does  not  carry  with  it  the  right  of  interfering 
with  property  and  civil  rights  in  the  different  Provinces,  in 
any  way,  no  matter  how  strongly  the  objects  of  incorpora- 
tion may  seem  to  require  such  interference;  and  in  order 
that  such  companies  may  entitle  themselves  to  do  so,  it  is 
necessary  that  they  obtain  the  authority  of  Provincial 
legislation. 

2.  While  the  defendants  were  duly  and  properly  incor- 
porated under  their  special  Act,  43  Vict.  ch.  67  (D.),  they  did 
not  by  that  Act  obtain  the  power  of  interfering  in  any 
Province  with  the  property  or  rights  of  persons  or  corpora- 
tions, and  could  not  do  so  until  authorized  by  an  Act  of 
the  Provincial  Legislature. 
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3.  The  defendants,  being  desirous  of  exercising  their 
powers  within  the  Province  of  Ontario,  petitioned  the  Legis- 
lature of  that  Province  to  confirm  the  powers  which  their 
Dominion  Act  of  incorporation  purported  to  confer  upon 
them,  and  especially  the  power  of  carrying  their  poles  and 
wires  along,  across,  and  under  the  streets  and  highways  in 
the  Province,  and  thereupon  the  Act  45  Vict.  ch.  71  (0.) 
was  passed,  authorizing  iJiem  to  exercise  within  the  Prov- 
ince the  powers  in  the  Act  mentioned.  Two  months  later, 
upon  the  defendants'  petition,  the  Act  46  Vict.  ch.  95  (D.) 
was  passed,  am.ending  their  Act  of  incorporation  in  certain 
particulars,  and  declaring  that  the  Act  of  incorporation  as 
amended  and  the  works  thereunder  authorized  were  for  the 
general  advantage  of  Canada. 

Held,  that  from  this  time  forward  the  defendants  were 
subject  to  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  Dominion  Par- 
liament, but  the  Provincial  Act  was  not  thereby  repealed, 
as  the  Dominion  Act  had  not  expressly  declared  that  the 
provisions  of  the  Ontario  Act  were  no  longer  binding;  and 
the  defendants  were  still  entitled  to  all  the  rights  and  sub- 
ject to  all  the  restrictions  con|ained  in  the  Ontario  Act 
not  abrogated  by  absolutely  inconsistent  provisions  m  the 
Act  of  incorporation. 

4.  By  the  defendants'  Dominion  Act  they  were  given  a 
general  power  to  erect  and  maintain  their  lines  upon,  under, 
and  across  all  streets  and  highways,  qualified  by  the  condi- 
tion that  the  location  of  the  lines  and  the  opening  up  of  the 
streets  was  to  be  done  under  the  direction  of  an  officer 
appointed  by  the  municipal  council,  and  in  such  manner 
as  the  council  might  direct,  and  that  in  certain  specified 
cases  the  consent  of  the  council  must  first  be  obtained.  By 
the  Provincial  Act  similar  powers  were  given,  but  one  im- 
portant qualification  was,  "that  in  cities,  towns,  and  incor- 
porated villages,  the  company  shall  not  erect  any  pole  higher 
than  40  feet  above  the  surface  of  the  street,  nor  affix  any 
wires  less  than  22  feet  above  the  surface  of  the  street,  nor 
carry  any  such  poles  or  wires  along  any  street  without  the 
consent  of  the  municipal  council." 

Held,  that  the  effect  of  this  latter  provision  was  to  for- 
bid the  defendants  carrying  any  poles  or  wires  at  all  along 
any  street  without  the  consent  of  the  council — ^not  merely 
poles  or  wires  of  the  height  described  in  the  previous  part 
of  the  same  sentence. 

5.  The  Ontario  Act,  in  so  far  as  it  was  not  consistent  with 
the  Dominion  Act,  must  not  be  taken  to  be  repealed  by  the 
latter;  the  Ontario  Act  should  be  treated  as  conferring 
special  rights  upon  the  defendants  in  regard' to  their  works 
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in  that  Province,  and  at  the  same  time  subjecting  them  to 
the  necessity  of  obtaining  the  consent  of  the  local  munici- 
palities to  the  use  of  the  streets,  while  leaving  to  their  Act 
of  incorporation  its  full  operation  in  other  Provinces. 

6.  Therefore,  the  defendants  had  no  right  to  carry  any 
poles  or  wires  (either  above  or  under  ground)  along  any 
street  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  without  first  obtaining  the 
consent  of  the  municipal  council;  but,  inasmuch  as  the 
Ontario  Act  does  not  make  their  power  to  carry  wires  across 
streets  dependent  upon  the  consent  of  the  council,  they  may 
carry  them  across  the  streets,  either  above  or  under  ground, 
subject  in  the  latter  case  to  the  direction  of  the  council 
and  its  engineer  or  other  officer  as  to  the  location  of  the  line 
and  the  manner  in  which  the  wor4c  is  to  be  done,  unless  such 
direction  shall  not  be  given  within  one  week  after  notice  in 
writing,  and  subject  to  the  other  provisions  of  the  /\ct  of 
incorporation. 

Thomas  Caswell,  solicitor  for  plaintiffs. 

S.  G.  Wood,  solicitor  for  defendants. 


LouNT,  J.  •  March  14th,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

BE  CITY  OF  KINGSTON   AND  KINGSTON  LIGHT, 

HEAT,  AND  POWER  CO. 

Arbitration  and  Award  —  Voluntarp  Submission  —  Construction  of 
Agreement—*'  Works  and  Property  " — "  Franchises  and  Good- 
will  '*—Ejusdem  Generis  Rule—o^  Vict,  ch,  107— R.  8,  O.  r*.  191 
—R,  8,  0.  ch,  Wh  sec,  99, 

Anderson  v.  Anderson,  1  Q.  B.  D.  at  p.  753,  Church  v. 
Mundy,  15  Ves.  at  p.  406,  and  Toronto  Railway  Co.  v.  To- 
ronto, 20  A.  R.125,  [1893]  A.  C.  at  p.  515,  referred  to. 

Appeal  by  the  company  fr6m  an  award  of  arbitrators  or 
for  an  order  setting  aside  the  award. 

The  company  is  incorporated  by  11  Vict.  ch.  6  (0.),  and 
by  sec.  35  its  corporate  existence  was  limited  to  50  years. 
By  54  Vict.  ch.  107,  sec.  10,  sec.  35  was  repealed  and  the 
time  limited  to  20  years,  but  the  corporation  at  any  time 
was  given  power  to  expropriate  the  company's  works  and 
property  pursuant  to  R.  S.  0.  1887  ch.  164,  at  any  time  upon 
giving  12  months'  previous  notice  of  intention  so  to  do.  In 
July,  1896,  an  agreement  for  5  years  was  made  between  the 
parties  by  which  at  the  expiration  of  it,  having  given  the 
notice,  the  corporation  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  purchase — sec. 
11 — *^all  the  works,  plant,  appliances,  and  property  of  the 
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company  used  for  light,  heat,  and  power  purposes,  both  gas 
and  electric,"  at  a  price  to  be  fixed  by  three  arbitrators  upon 
a  reference  under  the  Municipal  Act,  a  majority  of  whom 
made  the  award  in  question,  which  fixes  (1)  the  value  of  the 
works,  etc.,  at  $170,173,  (2)  the  value  of  the  franchises  con- 
ferred by  54  Vict.  ch.  107  (0.),  at  $80,000,  and  (3)  finds  that 
the  ten  per  cent,  in  addition  provided  for  in  R.  S.  0.  1887 
ch.  164,  sec.  99,  and  incorporated  with  54  Vict.  ch.  107  (0.), 
has  not  been  included  in  arriving  at  the  value  of  the  works 
or  of  the  franchises. 

R.  T.  Walkem,  K.C.,  and  J.  L.  Whiting,  K.C.',  for  the 
company. 

D.  M.  Mclntyre,  Kin'gston,  for  the  corporation. 

LouNT,  J. — In  my  opinion  the  determination  of  the  ques- 
tion is  not  to  be  decided  by  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  pro- 
perty,'' but  by  the  fair  interpretation  and  construction  of  the 
agreement.  .  .  .  The  parties  have  by  their  agreement, 
sec.  11,  agreed  that  the  corporation  shall  have  the  option 
of  purchasing  and  acquiring  all  the  works,  etc.  The  sub- 
mission is  a  voluntary  one  and  not  under  sec.  10  of  54  Vicf. 
ch.  107.  Clause  12  provides  that  the  corporation,  forthwith 
after  giving  notice  of  intention  to  purchase,  shall  have  access 
to  the  works,  plant,  property,  and  appliances  of  the  com- 
pany. Clause  15  provides  that,  in  the  event  of  the  works, 
plant,  and  property  of  the  company  being  acquired  by  the 
corporation,  then  the  company  shall  cease  to  exist  as  a  cor- 
porate body  for  the  purposes  for  which  they  were  consti- 
tuted, except  as  far  as  may  be  necessary  to  wind  up  the 
affairs  of  the  company,  and  shall  surrender,  assign,  transfer, 
and  set  over  to  the  corporation  all  their  rights,  franchises, 
]>rivileges,  and  immunities.  In  my  opinion,  the  word  "pro- 
perty^' as  used  in  these  clauses  can  only  be  held  to  mean 
tangible,  and  not  intangible,  property,  such  as  the  franchise 
or  goodwill  of  the  company.  The  corporation  were  not 
under  any  necessity  to  purchase  and  acquire  the  franchise 
of  the  company.  For  all  purposes  necessary  the  corpora- 
tion could  and  can  operate  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  Muni- 
cipal Light  and  Heat  Act,  R.  S.  0.  ch.  191.  What  was 
agreed  to  be  paid  for  under  clause  11  are  the  works,  plant, 
appliances,  and  property  used  for  light,  heat,  and  power 
purposes.  I  think  the  doctrine  of  ejusdem  generis  applies. 
In  Anderson  v.  Anderson,  1  Q.  B.  D.,  Lord  Esher  says,  at 
p.  753,  "nothing  can  well  be  plainer,'^  etc.  The  word  "pro- 
pertjr*'  as  used  in  the  agreement  is,  on  the  fair  construction 
of  the  instrument,  limited  to  the  preceding  words,  and  these 
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words  are  not  to  be  construed  so  as  to  include  such  an  in- 
tangible right  as  the  franchise  or  goodwill  of  the  company. 
In  Church  v.  Mundy,  15  Ves.,  Lord  Eldon  says,  at  p.  406, 
"  The  best  rule  of  construction/'  etc.  The  limited  sense  is, 
I  think,  shewn  in  clause  12,  where  it  is  provided  that  the 
corporation  shall  have  access  to  the  works,  plant,  property, 
and  appliances  of  the  company.  What  is  here  meant  is 
access  to  the  tangible  property.  Again,  as  I  read 
clause  15,  the  corporation  having  acquired  the  tangible  pro- 
perty at  a  price  to  be  fixed  by  arbitration,  the  company 
ceases  to  exist,  and,  as  part  of  the  bargain,  surrender  or  yield 
up,  without  other  consideration,  their  franchises  and  rights. 
Moreover,  by  clause  15,  the  words  "  rights,  franchises,  privi- 
leges, and  immunities  "  are  expressly  used,  and  these  words 
are  not  used  in  the  preceding  clauses.  If  it  had  been  in- 
tended that  the  value  of  the  rights,  franchises,  etc.,  was  to 
be  paid  for  at  a  price  to  be  fixed  by  arbitrators,  one  would 
expect  to  find  express  provision  made,  or  appropriate  words 
used  in  clauses  11  and  12.  By  the  Act,  supra,  the  rights 
and  privileges  were  terminable  at  the  option  of  the  comr 
pany  in  20  years,  i.e.,  1911.  See  Toronto  Street  Railway 
Co.  V.  Toronto,  20  A.  R.  125,  [1893]  A.  C.  506,  per  Sir 
Richard  Couch,  at  p.  515,  quoting  with  approval  the  judg- 
ment of  Burton,  J.A.  The  time  being  shortened,  the  samo 
result  would  apply  at  the  end  of  5  years  as  at  20  years — the 
privileges  and  franchises  would  cease.  I  do  not  think  the 
ten  per  cent,  provided  for  by  R.  S.  0.  ch.  164,  sec.  99^  can  be 
allowed,  because  it  is  to  be  allowed  upon  expropriation,  ap- 
parently as  consideration  for  it  and  as  compensation  for  dis- 
turbance and  for  interference  with  and  determination  of  the 
company's  rights  and  privileges  against  the  assent  of  the 
company.  That  is  not  this  case.  The  submission  is  volun- 
tary. Nothing  is  said  about  the  10  per  cent,  in  the  agree- 
ment, and  that  must  control  and  not  the  Act.  Motion  dis- 
missed with  costs. 

D.  M.  Mclntyre,  Kingston,  solicitor  for  corporation. 

Walkem  &  Walkem,  Kingston,  solicitors  for  company. 


March  11th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

REiLLY  V.  Mcdonald. 

Specific  Performance—Statement  of  Vendor  as  to  Quantity  of  Land 
Sold—Shortage  of  20  Acres  out  of  125  Acres — Effect  of—Lacltes, 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  judgment  of  MacMahon,  J., 
in  action  for  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  to  sell  lot 
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13  in  the  4th  concessioii  east  of  Yonge  street,  in  the  town- 
ship of  York,  containing  125  acres  of  land.  The  trial  Judge 
found  on  the  evidence  that  defendant  was  not  aware  that 
20  acres  had  been  sold  off  the  lot^  but  had  been  told  and 
believed  that  it  contained  about  125  acres,  and  that  piaintiifs 
not  owning  the  whole  lot  could  not  succeed:  Moorehouse  v. 
Hewish,  22  O.  H.  172;  and,  also,  that  on  account  of  their 
4elay  the  plaintiflfs  could  not  succeed:  McClung  v.  Mc- 
Cracken,  2  O.  R.  609 ;  Nason  v.  Armstrong,  22  0.  H.  542. 

J.  O'Donohoe,  K.C.,  and  William  Norris,  for  plaintiflfs. 

E.  E.  A.  DuVemet  and  W.  H.  Grant,  for  defendants. 

The  judgment  of  the  Divisional  Court  (Ferguson,  J., 
Robertson,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Ferguson,  J.,  who  held  that  the  judgment  below  was 
correct  and  should  be  aflfirmed,  and  that  the  plaintiflfs  did 
not  appear  to  have  proved  an  agreement  upon  which  this  or 
^ny  action  could  be  maintained.  Appeal  dismissed  with 
costs. 

J.  0*Donohoe,  Toronto,  solicitor  for  plaintiffs. 

Duncan,  Grant,  Skeans,  &  Miller,  Toronto,  solicitors  for 
^defendants. 


JFalconbridge,  C.J.  March  13th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

EAT  PORTAGE  LUMBER  CO.  v.  KENDALL. 
Sale^  of  Qood9— Counterclaim — Ont«  of  Proof. 

Action  tried  at  Rat  Portage  and  Toronto,  to  recover  price 
of  lumber  and  building  material  and  interest  on  price  and 
for  money  lent,  and  upon  counterclaim  for  towing,  sawing, 
splitting,  and  delivering  to  plaintiflfs  2,520  cords  of  wood, 
and  for  other  towing,  and  half  profits  on  sale  of  cordwood, 
pursuant  to  an  alleged  agreement. 

X.  W.  Rowell  and  J.  W.  Moran,  Rat  Portage,  for  plaintiflfs. 

R.  C.  Clute,  K.jC.,  and  A.  C.  Boyce,  Rat  Portage,  for  de- 
fendant. 

i?'ALCONBRiDGE,  C.J. — Held  that  the  evidence  was  con- 
flicting as  to  matters  set  up  in  the  counterclaim,  and  that 
•defendant  had  not  satisfied  the  onus  of  proof.  In  the  result 
the  plaintiflfs  are  entitled  to  judgment  for  $1,358.07,  less 
$327.50,  to  which  latter  sum  defendant  is  entitled  to  credit 
as  representing  the  value  of  work  and  labour  received  by 
plaintiflfs  from  him.     No  costs.     Thirty  days'  stay. 

Langford  &  Moran,  Rat  Portage,  solicitors  for  plaintiflfs. 

Boyce  &  Draper,  Rat  Portage,  solicitors  for  defendant. 
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March  13th,  1902. 

divisional  court. 

TORONTO  GENERAL  TRUSTS  CORPORATION  v. 

WHITE. 

Landlord  and  Tenant— Lease— Purchase  of  Buildings  by  Lessor  at 
End  of  Term — Valuation  by  Arbitration— Interest  on  Amount  of 
Award— Possession  Given  to  Lessor, 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  judgment  of  MacMahon,  J  , 
upon  a  special  case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court.  The 
lease  in  question  contained  a  proviso  for  the  valuation,  at 
the  end  of  term,  of  the  buildings  on  the  land,  by  three  in- 
different persons,  and  also  provided  that  the  reference  should 
be  entered  upon,  and  award  made,  within  6  months  next 
preceding  the  Ist  day  of  November,  1900,  and  that  within 
six  months  from  said  1st  day  of  November,  the  value  of  the 
buildings  should  be  paid,  with  interest  at  7  per  cent,  per 
annum  from  said  1st  day  of  November.  Arbitrators  were 
duly  appointed,  and  the  parties  agreed  to  extend  the  time  for 
award  for  one  month,  and  also  until  such  further  time  as 
the  arbitrators  might  extend  the  same.  On  31st  October^ 
1900,  the  lessee  gave  up  possession,  and  on  the  30th  Novem- 
ber, 1901,  the  award  was  made.  The  Judge  below  held  that 
the  plaintiffs,  who  are  the  executors  of  the  deceased  lessee, 
were  not  entitled  to  interest  on  the  amount  of  the  award 
from  the  1st  day  of  November,  1900,  until  the  making  of 
the  award,  or  for  any  portion  of  the  said  period  from  the  1st 
day  of  November,  and  the  making  of  the  award. 

F.  E.  Hodgins,  for  plaintiffs. 

W.  Laidlaw,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Falconbridge,  C.J.,  Brit- 
ton,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Britton,  J. — The  defendants  were,  as  to  the  buildings, 
in  the  position  of  purchasers  in  possession,  and  the  general 
rule  in  such  cases  is  that  the  purchaser  pays  interest :  Birch 
V.  Toy,  3  H.  L.  Cas.  565.  The  test  as  to  payment  of  interest 
seems  to  be  possession.  McCullough  v.  Clemow,  26  0.  K. 
'  467,  is  not  at  all  like  the  present  case.  Where  title  is  not 
accepted  at  the  time  of  taking  possession,  interest  is  payable 
on  the  purchase  money  from  the  time  of  taking  possession. 
Pigott  V.  G.  W.  R.  W.  Co.,  18  Ch.  D.  146,  shews  that  interest 
will  run  from  the  time  when  the  purchaser  may  prudently 
take  possession.     See  also  Ballard  v.  Shutt,  15  Ch.  D.  122. 
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Appeal  allowed  and  judgment  directed  to  be  entered  for 
plaintiffs  for  $1,000  with  interest  at  7  per  cent,  from  1st 
November,  1900. 

McMurrich,  Hodgins,  &  McMurrich,  Toronto,  solicitors 
for  plaintiffs. 

Laidlaw,  Kappele,  &  Bicknell,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  de- 
fendants. 


March  13th,  1902. 
divisional  coubt. 
STEVENS  V.  CITY  OF  CHATHAM. 
Municipal  CarporatioM—Oranolithic  8 id€U)ali>— Repair -- Accumula- 
tion of  Ice  and  Snow— Damages — Negligenoe. 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs,  husband  and  wife,  from  judgment 
of  Street,  J.,  at  the  trial  at  Chatham,  dismissing  the  action, 
which  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  received 
by  the  wife  from  a  fall  on  the  sidewalk  in  the  city  owing  to 
the  alleged  gross  negligence  of  the  defendants  in  permitting 
the  sidewalk  to  be  and  continue  in  a  dangerous  state  and  out 
of  repair  owing  to  an  accumulation  of  snow  and  ice.  The  wife 
on  the  11th  March,  1900,  slipped  and  fell  and  broke  her 
thigh  bone  and  sustained  other  injuries.  The  sidewalk  was 
a  granolithic  one,  a  little  lower  than  the  boulevards  on  each 
side  of  it.  There  was  a  sort  of  furrow  in  the  middle  of  the 
accumulated  snow  with  icy  ridges  on  each  side. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs.  The  condition  of 
the  sidewalk  was  distinctly  dangerous,  and  that  condition 
had  existed  long  enough  to  make  it  gross  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants  to  suffer  it  to  continue. 

M.  Wilson,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Ferguson,  J.,  Meredith, 
J.)  was  delivered  by 

Ferguson,  J.,  holding  that  there  was  no  evidence  of 
gross  negligence,  and  that  the  evidence  fully  warranted  the 
finding  below.     Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

J.  B.  Bankin,  Chatham,  solicitor  for  plaintiffs. 

Wilson,  Kerr,  &  Pike,  Chatham,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


March  13th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 
REX  V.  McKINNON. 

Statutes— Ontario  Summary  ConiHctions  Act,   sec.  2 — Time  KitMn 
which  Information  must  he  Laid— Criminal  (Jode*  sec,  H^l, 

Motion  to  make  absolute  an  order  nisi  to  quash  a  con- 
Tiction  of  defendant  for  that  in  April,  1900,  at  the  town  of 
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Durham,  he  did  erect  on  lot  11  on  the  west  side  of  Gara- 
f raxa  street,  within  the  area  of  the  fire  limits  established  by 
by-law  336,  a  frame  building. 

N.  W.  Bowell,  for  defendant. 

W.  R.  Hidden,  K.C.,  for  prosecutor. 

Per  Curiam  (Meredith,  C.J.,  MacMahon,  J.,  Lount, 
J.) — The  Ontario  Summary  Convictions  Act,  R.  S.  0.  ch.  90, 
sec.  2,  has  the  effect  of  incorporating  in  it  sec.  841  of  the 
Criminal  Code,  and  the  information  not  having  been  laid 
within  six  months  of  the  alleged  offence,  the  convictipn  must 
be  quashed.  Order  accordingly.  No  costs.  Usual  order 
for  protection  of  magistrate. 

Lucas,  Wright,  &  McArdle,  Owen  Sound,  solicitors  for 
defendant. 

J.  P.  Telford,  Durham,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

March  11th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

PHILLIPS  V.  MALONE. 

Writ  of  SumtnoM— Service  out  of  Juritdiction—Kui^  KSH  {ej—Von- 
trabt — Place  of  Performance — Quehec  jAiiO— Discretion. 

The  defendants,  having  been  served  with  a  writ  of  sum- 
mons and  order  allowing  the  issue  of  such  writ  for  service 
out  of  the  jurisdiction,  moved  to  set  the  same  aside  as  h'av- 
ing  '  been  improperly  allowed.  The  Master  in  Chambers 
made  the  order  as  asked,  and  on  appeal  Meredith,  C.J.  (3  O. 
L.  R.  47),  affirmed  the  Master's  order.  The  plaintiff  ap- 
pealed. 

J.  A.  Worrell,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

George  Kerr,  for  defendants. 

A  Divisional  Court  (Falconbridge,  C.J.,  Street,  J., 
Britton,  J.)  affirmed  the  orders  below. 


Bobertson,  J.  March  12th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

MILNEB  V.  KAY. 

Patent  for  Invention^Automatic  Stools  —  Infringement  —  Foreign 
Patent^Application  " tcithin  one  year"  for  Canadian  Patent 
—Evidence  Admissible  to  Shetc  Invention  in  use,  dc.,  before 
Patent— Onus  of  Proof— Modem  Policy  of  Courts  more  Literal 
to  Protect  Patents, 

The  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  two  Canadian  patents  for 
certain  new,  useful,  and  valuable  improvements  on  auto- 
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matic  stools,  one  dated  26th  November,  1897,  and  numbered 
57,637,  and  the  other  dated  6th  May,  1898,  and  numbered 
59,888.  He  obtained  a  foreign  patent  in  respect  of  his  in- 
vention on  8th  September,  1896,  and  applied  for  his  first 
Canadian  patent  on  8th  September,  1897.  The  action  is  to 
restrain  defendants  from  infringing  the  patents  and  from 
manufacturing  and  selling  the  articles. 

A.  Mills  and  W.  E.  Eaney,  for  plaintiff. 

Frank  Denton,  K.C.,  and  H.  L.  Dunn,  for  defendants. 

Robertson,  J. — The  8th  section  of  the  Patent  Act  pro- 
vides that  "any  inventor  who  elects  to  obtain  a  patent  for 
his  invention  in  a  foreign  country  before  obtaining  a  patent 
for  the  same  invention  in  Canada,  may  obtain  a  patent  iii 
Canada,  if  the  same  is  applied  for  within  one  year.  .  .  .'^ 
After  a  full  consideration  of  the  cases  I  find  that  the  plain- 
tiff applied  within  the  year  as  required  by  the  section :  Mc- 
Williams  v.  Nash,  28  Beav.  93 ;  Russell  v.  Ledsam,  14  M.  &.  W. 
574,  per  Parke,  B.,  at  p.  581 ;  Webb  v.  Fairmaine,  3  M.  &  W. 
473;  Gurney  v.  Higgon,  6  M.  &  W.  49;  Thomson  v.  Quirk, 
18  S.  C.  R.  695.  ...  On  the  whole  evidence  I  also  find 
that  the  defendants  have  failed  to  establish  that  the  inven- 
tion covered  by  plaintiff's  patent,  numbered  59,888,  was 
known  or  used  by  any  other  person  before  the  plaintiff's 
invention,  and  which  has  been  in  practical  use  or  on  sale, 
with  the  consent  or  allowance  of  the  inventor,  for  more  than 
one  year  previously  to  his  application  for  patent  therefor  in 
Canada,  and  plaintiff  is  within  the  provisions  of  sec.  7. 
And,  having  regard  thereto,  and  to  sub-sec.  16  (6)  (d),  evi- 
dence may  be  given  shewing  that,  before  the  patent,  the  in- 
vention was  known,  or  was  in  possession  of  the  public  with 
the  allowance  of  the  inventor,  and  if  this  is  established  il 
vitiates  the  patent:  Reg.  v.  La  Force,  4  Ex  C.  R.  14;  Smith  v. 
Qreey,  11  P.  R.  169:  but  the  evidence  fails  to  establish  such 
knowledge  or  possession.  .  .  .  The  onus  was  on  defend- 
ants, and  they  have  not  satisfied  it:  see  on  this  point  Ehrlich 
V.  Shlee,  5  IL  P.  C.  206,  207 ;  Neilson  v.  Betts,  L.  R.  1  H.  L. 
16,  24;  Lyon  v.  Goddard,  10  R.  P.  C.  33,  11  R.  P.  C.  .354. 
•  .  .  To. defeat  a  new  patent  it  must  be  clear  that  the 
antecedent  specification  disclosed  a  practical  mode  of  pro- 
ducing the  discovery  which  was  the  object  and  effect  of  the 
subsequent  discovery:  Betts  v.  Menzies,  10  H.  L.  C.  117; 
Morrison  v.  American, B.  W.  Co.,  6  R.  P.  C.  618;  Thierry  v. 
Rickman,'l2  P.  R.  C.  412,  428;  Von  Hevden  v.  Newstadt, 
14  Ch.  D.  230 ;  Hill  v.  Evans,  4  DeG.  F.  &  J.  288.  .  .  The 
Courts  are  now  more  liberal  in  protecting  patents :  Carter  v. 
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Rose,  30th  April,  1890,  per  Boyd,  C;  and  Ridout  on  Patents, 
p.  36.  .  ,  .  The  best  evidence  of  the  improvements  in 
plaintiflE^s  invention  is  that  it  has  gone  into  general  use,  and 
this  turns  the  scale  in  his  favour:  Dion  v.  Dupuis,  Q.  R.  12 
S.  C.  R.  473;  Smith  v.  Dental,  &c.,  Co.,  93  U.  S.  R.  495. 
Judgment  for  plaintiflE  with  reference  to  Master  in  Ordinary. 
Costs  to  plaintiff  on  High  Court  scale. 

Mills,  Raney,  Anderson,  &  Hales,  Toronto,  solicitors  for 
plaintiff. 

Denton,  Dunn,  &  Boultbee,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  de- 
fendants. 


March  12th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

RE    DOOUTTLE    v.    ELECTRICAL    MAINTENANCE 

AND  CONSTRUCTION  CO. 

Division  Courts  —  Prohibition  —  Jurisdiction  —  Cause  of  Action — 
Wnole  Cause  must  Arise  within  Limits  of  Court, 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  order  of  Meredith,  C.J.,  in 
Chambers,  refusing  a  motion  for  prohibition  to  the  2nd 
Division  Court  in  the  District  of  Muskoka,  which  was  made 
upon  the  ground  that  the  whole  cause  of  action  did  not 
arise,  nor  did  the  defendants  reside  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Division  Court.  The  action  was  for  damages  to  the 
plaintiff^s  land  by  flooding.  The  land  is  in  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Division  Court,  and  the  plaintiff  resides  therein.  The 
evidence  shewed  that  the  flooding  was  caused  by  the  raising 
of  the  waters  of  the  river  Severn,  and  that  this  was  caused  by 
the  defendants'  dam,  which  was  not  within  ,the  jurisdiction, 
and  which  they  were  authorized  by  62  Vict.  ch.  64  to  erect. 

F.  A.  Anglin  and  R.  D.  Gunn,  Orillia,  for  defendants. 

F.  6.  Evans,  Orillia,  for  plaintiff. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Falconbridge,  C.J , 
Street,  J.,  Britton,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Street,  J. — To  sustain  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Division 
Court,  it  must  be  shewn  that  the  whole  cause  of  action  arose 
within  its  limits.  To  succeed  in  the  action  plaintiff  must 
shew  damage,  and  that  it  was  sustained  from  the  wrongful 
act  of  defendant.  The  erection  of  the  dam  was  the  act  of 
the  defendant,  and  the  damjage  to  the  plaintiff  was  conse- 
quential upon  that  act.  The  plaintiff  must  plead  not  only 
damage,  but  the  manner  in  which  defendant  is  charged  witn 
having  caused  it,  and  then  defendant  has  a  right  to  traverse 
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^he  aUegation  that  the  damage  wa«  caused  by  his  dam:  see 
BuUen  &  Leake,  2nd  ed.,  p.  367,  and  also  Foot  v.  Edwards,  3 
Blatchford  (Conn.)  Circuit  Reports  310;  Gould  on  Waters, 
3rd  ed.,  pp.  720-1.  Appeal  allowed  with  costs  and  prohi- 
bition granted  with  costs. 

F.  G.  Evans,  Orillia,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

R.  D.  Gunn,  Orillia,  solicitor  for  defendants. 


Britton,  J.  March  10th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

WEBLING  V.  FICK. 

Parties  —  Adding  Plaintiffs  —  Consent  —  Verification  hy  Affidavit^ 

Identity  of  Names, 

Appeal  from  order  of  local  Judge  at  Brantford  adding 
F.  Pritchard  &  Co.  as  parties  plaintiffs. 

Action  for  damages  for  breach  of  an  agreement  to  sell 
and  deliver  certain  apples.  Upon  the  consent  of  Pritchard  & 
Co.  to  their  addition  as  plaintiffs  being  filed,  it  was  founrl 
that  the  witness  to  that  consent,  which  was  executed  m 
Liverpool,  England,  and  not  verified  by  affidavit  of  execu- 
tion, bore  the  identically  same  name  as  the  witness  who 
signed  as  to  the  execution  of  the  agreement  in  Brantford, 
Ontario,  in  respect  of  which  the  action  was  brought.  The 
local  Judge,  however,  made  the  order. 

J.  E.  Jones,  for  defendant. 

W.  S.  Brewster,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

Britton,  J. — The  consent  of  Fred.  Pritchard  &  Co.  to 
having  their  names  added  as  plaintiffs  should  be  proved  not 
necessarily  by  the  subscribing  witness,  but  by  an  affidavit 
satisfying  me  that  the  consent  was  really  signed  at  Liver- 
pool, as  it  purports  to  be.  If  the  consent  was  forwarded  for 
signature  and  returned  in  due  course  signed,  and  if  the  sub- 
scribing witness  was  in  Liverpool  on  the  3rd  January,  1902, 
that  can  be  shewn.  If  shewn  within  one  week,  the  appeal  is 
to  be  dismissed  and  plaintiff  allowed  to  add  P.  &  Co.  as 
plaintiffs.  The  plaintiff  Webling  to  consent  that  the  money 
deposited  as  security  for  costs  shall  stand  as  security  for  P. 
&  Co.,  and  without  prejudice  to  defendant's  applying  for 
fsecurity  for  costs  from  P.  &  Co.     Costs  of  appeal  to  be  to 
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defendant  in  any  event.    If  consent  wag  not  filed,  appeal  to 
be  allowed  with  costs. 

Brewster,  Muirhead,  &  Heyd,  Brantford,  solicitors  for 
plaintiffs. 

Kelly  &  Porter,  Simcoe,  solicitors  for  defendant. 


March  15th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

HALL  V.  ALEXANDER. 

Eaaefnefit—Dominant  and  Servient  Tenement— (Jovenant  by  Original 
Grantor— Diecharge  of  Snow  and  Water  from  Roof  of  Dominant 
Tenement — Duty  of  Oumer  of, 

Wheeldon  v.  Burrows,  12  Ch.  D.  31,  followed. 

Appeal  by  defendant  irom  judgment  of  junior  Judge  of 
County  Court  of  York  granting  an  injunction  and  damages. 
The  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  house  No.  18  Classic  avenue  in 
the  city  of  Toronto,  and  the  defendant  is  the  owner  of  ihe 
adjoining  house,  No.  20,  and  ice  and  snow,  and  water  are  dis- 
charged from  his  house  on  to  the  side  entrance  to  plaintiff's 
house.  One  Turner  formerly  owned  the  land  and  built  and 
sold  the  two  houses  (18  and  20)  thereon,  selling  first  to 
the  defendant's  predecessor  in  title.  The  trial  Judge  held 
that  at  the  time  of  the  severance  oi  the  properties  the  eave 
on  the  projection  of  the  house  of  defendant  was  in  existence, 
and  shewed  that  it  was  contemplated  that  ihe  water  should 
be  carried  off  in  that  way,  and  that  as  to  the  snow  and  ice, 
the  law  will  not  permit  a  land  owner  to  create  easements  of 
a  novel  character,  and  annex  them  to  the  soil  so  as  to  bind 
it  in  the  hands  of  future  owners,  and  that  such  an  easement 
as  here  claimed  was  not  unknown:  Goddard  on  Easements; 
and  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  shew  that  an  easement 
had  been  established  either  expressly  or  impliedly. 

G.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  for  defendant.  The  conveyance 
from  Turner  contained  a  clause  giving  the  "  right  and  privi- 
lege and  use  of  the  projection  of  the  roof  of  the  house  (No. 
20)  as  at  present  constructed  over  and  above  that  part  ot 
lot  47  immediately  to  the  east  of  the  house,"  and  a  covenant 
for  quiet  and  undisturbed  enjoyment  of  the  projection  as 
at  that  time  constructed,  and  that  the  grantor  upon  a  sale 
of  the  other  portion  of  land  should  reserve  the  right  to  the 
projection. 

E.  E.  A.  DuVernet  and  W.  W.  Vickers,  for  plaintiff. 
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The  judgment  of  the  Court  (FajLconbridge,  C.  J., 
Street,  J.,  Britton,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Street,  J. — The  judgment  of  the  learned  Judge  below 
cannot  be  sustained.  It  is  abundantly  clear  that  the  want  of 
repair  of  the  eavetrough  is  not  the  cause  of  the  trouble. 
The  real  question  is  whether  the  defendant,  whose  roof  and 
eavetrough  are  in  precisely  the  same  shape  and  condition  as 
when  the  original  conveyance  was  made  by  Turner  to  pre- 
decessor in  title  of  defendant,  is  bound  to  prevent  snow  and 
\witer  discharged  from  the  clouds  upon  his  roof  from  falling 
upon  the  piece  of  plaintiff's  land  in  question.  He  is  not  so 
bound:  Wheeldon  v.  Burrows,  12  Ch.  D.  31,  per  Theeiger, 
L.  J.  At  the  time  of  the  grant  from  Turner  to  the  plain- 
tiff's predecessor  in  title  on  27th  February,  1888,  the  two 
houses  in  question  had  been  built,  and  the  easement  of 
shedding  snow  and  water,  as  has  been  done  ever  since,  was 
necessary  to  the  reasonable  enjoyment  of  the  property 
granted.  Any  doubt  upon  this  point  is  set  at  rest  by  the 
express  terms  of  the  grant,  which  expressly  gives  the  right 
"to  use  the  roof  as  at  present  constructed"  over  the  por- 
tion of  land  which  was  retained  by  the  grantor.  It  is  quite 
plain  that  the  grantor  could  not,  after  such  a  grant,  insist 
upon  the  grantee  altering  the  construction  of  the  roof  so  as 
to  prevent  the  snow  and  water  from  coming  down;  and  the 
plaintiff  stands  in  no  higher  position  than  the  original 
grantor,  Turner.  The  special  grant  of  the  right  to  main- 
tain the  projection  of  the  roof  over  the  plaintiff's  land 
carried  with  it  the  necessary  consequence  that  water  and 
snow  falling  upon  the  roof  must,  to  a  large  extent,  descend 
upon  the  land  below.  Appeal  allowed  with  costs  and  action 
dismissed  with  costs. 

W.  W.  Vickers  &  Co.,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Watson,  Smote,  &  Hasten,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  de- 
fendant. 


March  11th,  1902. 

DIVISIONAL  court. 

THOMPSON  V.  COULTER. 

Sale  of  Land— Purchase  Money— Payment— Evidence— Corroboration 

— Onus  of  Proof. 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  the  judgment  of  the  Chancel- 
lor, delivered  at  the  trial  which  took  plaoe  at  Sandwich  on 
the  7th  October,  1901,  dismissing  the  action  with  costs. 
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F.  B.  Hodgins,  for  plaintiffs. 

B.  U.  McPherson,  for  defendant. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (MacMahon,  J.,  Street,  J.* 
LouNT,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

MacMahon,  J. — The  plaintiffs  are  the  executors  of  the 
estate  of  John  David  Thewes,  who  died  on  the  6th  Septem- 
ber, 1900,  at  the  age  of  seventy-four  or  seventy-five  years; 
and  the  action  is  brought  to  recover  from  the  defendant  the 
sum  of  $1,000  received  by  the  defendant  under  the  fol- 
lowing circumstances: — Thewes  was  a  farmer  living  in 
the  township  of  Romney,  in  the  county  of  Essex;  he  and 
the  defendant,  who  is  a  farmer  and  cattle  dealer  in  the  sami 
township,  being  on  terms  of  intimacy.  Thewes  lived  alone 
on  his  farm,  and  becoming  ill,  he  was,  in  February  or  March, 
1899,  removed  to  St.  Joseph's  hospital,  in  Chatham,  where 
until  his  death  he  occupied  a  room,  never  leaving  the  hos- 
pital. He  advertised  his  farm  for  sale,  and  the  defendant, 
desiring  to  purchase,  saw  Thewes,  on  the  10th  or  11th 
May,  who  agreed  to  sell  for  $2,500,  the  defendant  to  pay  in 
cash  the  diiTei^ence  between  that  sum  and  the  amount  of  a 
mortgage  thereon  held  by  a  loan  company  in  London,  for 
$1,000,  and  the  interest  then  due  thereon  and  the  accrued 
taxes.  The  defendant  on  the  12th  May  paid  $300  odd,  and 
before  Thewes  would  sign  the  deed  he  insisted  on  Coulter 
depositing  the  balance  of  the  purchase  inoney,  amounting  to 
$1,000,  to  his  (Thewes's)  credit  in  the  Merchants  Bank, 
Chatham,  which  the  defendant  did  and  brought  to  Thewes, 
at  the  hospital,  a  savings  bank  deposit  book  therefor. 

On  the  29th  May,  Coulter  went  to  the  hospital,  and 
he  stated  that  Thewes  desiring  him  to  withdraw  the  $1,000 
from  the  bank,  Thewes  signed  his  name  on  a  piece  of  paper, 
which  he  (Coulter)  took  to  the  bank,  but  the  bank  would 
not  pay  the  amount  on  deposit  unless  upon  a  receipt  signed 
bv  Thewes  therefor,  and  Coulter  was  given  a  blank  receipt, 
which  Thewes  signed, — the  body  of  the  receipt  being  filled 
in  by  Coulter.  Coulter,  having  received  the  money  from 
the  bank,  stated  when  in  the  witness  box  that  he  on  the 
same  day  handed  it  over  to  Thewes,  who,  after  counting  it, 
folded  it  in  a  piece  of  paper  which  he  put  in  his  breast, 
inside  his  clothing. 

When  Thewes  died,  the  money  was  not  found  in  his 
possession. 

In  July,  Thewes  gave  to  the  Eev.  Pierre  Langlois  an 
order  addressed  to  Coulter,  saying:  '^I  ask  Father  Langlois 
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to  see  you  about  my  money.  I  wish  him  to  have  it  to  oe 
put  in  the  Merchants  Bank  at  Tilbury  in  trust  for  me." 
Father  Langlois  said  he  wrote  Coulter  telling  him  what  was 
contained  in  the  order,  and  Coulter  while  in  the  box 
stated  that  he  subsequently  saw  Thewes  and  told  hmi 
of  the  receipt  of  the  letter  from  Father  Langlois,  when 
Thewes  replied,  not  to  mind  what  the  priest  said.  It  is 
therefore  apparent  that  at  the  time  of  this  conversation 
the  minds  of  both  Coulter  and  Thewes  were  directed  to  the 
order  given  by  Thewes  as  to  the  money  which  the  latter 
alleged  was  in  Coulter's  possession,  and  to  the  demand  he 
had  directed  Father  Langlois  to  make. 

There  was  no  corroboration  whatever  of  the  defendant's 
statement  as  to  his  payment  of  the  $1,000  to  Thewes,  the 
learned  Chancellor  holding  that  the  onus  of  proving  that  it 
had  not  been  received  by  the  deceased  rested  on  the  plain- 
tiffs. With  great  respect,  I  think  he  erred  in  so  holding. 
Without  adverting  to  other  facts  appearing  in  evidence,  I 
think  those  to  which  I  bave  referred  are  suflScient  to  cast 
thej)nus  upon  the  defendant  of  shewing  that  the  money 
was  paid  over  by  him  to  Thewes. 

The  appeal  must  be  allowed  and  the  judgment  directed 
to  be  entered  for  the  defendant  set  aside,  and  judgment 
entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  $1,000,  with  interest  from  the 
29th  May,  1900,  with  costs,  including  the  costs  of  this 
motion. 

Davis  &  Healy,  Windsor,  solicitors  for  plaintiffs. 

J.  W.  Hanna,  Windsor,  solicitor  for  defendant. 


Street,  J.  March  14th,  190?. 

TRIAL. 

GURNEY  V.  TILDEN. 
Co8t9— Adding  Defendants — Formal  Order, 

At  the  trial  on  29th  June  last,  the  question  was  reserved 
as  to  the  disposition  of  the  costs  of  certain  parties  (other  than 
the  infant  defendants),  who  were  added  as  defendants  after 
the  adjournment  of  the  trial  on  the  14th  January  previous. 

Street,  J.,  held,  after  a  perusal  of  the  reporter's  notes 
made  at  the  trial,  that  it  appeared  that  leave  was  given  to 
the  plaintiff  to  make  all  necessary  amendments  and  bring 
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all  necessary  parties  before  the  Court,  but  that  no  order 
was  made;  that  the  parties  who  have  been  added  as  parties 
defendants  by  the  plaintiff  are  not  necessary  parties,  and 
therefore  he  must  pay  their  costs. 


March  15th,  190?. 
divisional  court. 
TAYLOR  V.  DELANEY. 
Appeal—Surroffate   Court— Bond— Notice  of  Appeal. 

The  plaintiff  gave  notice  that  he  intended  to  appeal  from 
the  judgment  of  a  Surrogate  Court  to  the  Court  of  Appeal. 

Held,  a  valid  notice. 

The  bond  on  appeal  recited  that  the  plaintiff  desired  to 
appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeal. 

Held,  a  valid  security.  Court  of  Appeal  may  be  read 
*' proper  appellate  tribunal.*' 

Re  Nichol,  1  0.  L.  R.  213,  not  applied. 

Motion  by  plaintiff  to  quash  appeal  of  defendant  De- 
laney  on  the  ground  that  the  notice  of  appeal  from  judg- 
ment of  Surrogate  Court  of  Essex  did  not  state  the  Court 
appealed  to;  and  that  the  recital  in  the  bond  was  of  an 
appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeal. 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  plaintiff. 

F.  A.  Anglin,  for  defendant. 

The  motion  was  argued  before  a  Divisional  Court. 

Britton,  J. — I  agree  to  dismissing  the  motion  without 
costs. 

Street,  J. — I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  sureties 
would  be  liable  on  the  bond  put  in  if  the  respondent  suc- 
ceeded. The  bond  must  be  interpreted  in  view  of  the  law 
as  it  stood  at  the  time  it  was  executed.  There  was  at  the 
time  the  bond  was  made  only  one  Court  to  which  an  appeal 
could  be  made,  viz.,  a  Divisional  Court  of  the  High  Court, 
and  that  may  fairly  be  taken  to  have  been  the  "  Court  of 
Appeal "  mentioned  in  the  bond.  We  decided  on  the  argu- 
ment that  the  notice  was  sufficient. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — By  58  Vict.  ch.  13  (The  Law 
Courts  Act,  1895),  sec.  45,  appeals  from  the  Surrogate  Court 
were  transferred  from  the  Court  of  Appeal  to  a  Divisional 
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Court  of  the  High  Court,  but  no  corresponding  change  was 
made  in  the  Surrogate  Court  Rules  or  forms;  and  in  Mr. 
Howells's  work,  2nd  ed.  (partly  re-written,  according  to  the 
preface,  since  the  Act),  the  old  forms  of  bond  appear  at  p.  605J. 
It  ifi  a  case  for  relief  from  the  harsh  rule  in  Re  Nichol,  1  0. 
L.  R.  213.  The  bond  recites  that  the  appellant  "desires 
to  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeal,'^  not  the  Court  of  Appeal 
for  Ontario,  and  the  words  may  well  be  read  as  equivalent 
to  the  "proper  appellate  tribunal,"  just  as  in  the  original 
Criminal  Code,  1892,  the  expression  "  Court  of  Appeal "  in 
sees.  742  et  seq.  included  any  division  of  the  High  Court 
of  Justice. 

Motion  dismissed  without  costs. 

Clarke,  Cowan,  Bartlett,  &  Bartlett,  Windsor,  solicitors 
for  plaintiff. 

Murphy,  Sale,  &  O'Connor,  Windsor,  solicitors  for  de- 
fendant. 


LouNT,  J.  March  15th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

RE  PERRIN. 

WiU—Leoacv—To  he  Paid  to  Infant  upon  his  Attaininff  X5  Yearft— 

Interest  on. 

Originating  notice  by  an  executor  under  Rule  938. 

Paragraph  1  of  the  will  of  David  Perrin,  deceased,  is  as 
follows: — "I  give  devise ■  and  bequeath  unto  my  beloved  wife 
all  my  real  and  personal  estate  ...  to  use  enjoy  sell 
dispose  of  assign  and  convey  as  she  may  see  fit ;"  and  2  is : — 
"After  the  decease  of  my  said  wife  I  will  and  direct  that 
whatever  may  remain  of  my  said  estate  whether  real  or 
personal  shall  be  equally  divided  among"  six  persons, 
naming  them. 

Paragraph  2  of  the  codicil  is: — "I  revoke  the  provision 
made  in  paragraph  2  of  my  will  in  favour  of  Augustus 
Sharpe,"  one  of  the  six  persons,  "he  having  departed  this 
life."  And: — "Out  of  the  estate  mentioned  in  the  said 
second  paragraph  of  my  will  I  give  to  Wray  Sharpe  son  of 
Augustas  Sharpe  the  sum  of  $500  to  be  paid  to  him  without 
interest  after  the  death  of  myself  and  my  wife  but  the  same 
shall  not  be  paid  to  him  until  he  shall  have  attained  the 
Sige  of  25  years."    His  wife  predeceased  the  testator. 
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A.  E.  Watts,  Brantford,  for  executor. 

W.  S.  Brewster,  K.C.,  for  A.  Sharpe,  guardian  of  W. 
Sharpe. 

LauNT,  J. — The  testator  and  wife  both  being  dead,  the 
meaning  to  be  attached  is,  I  give  and  .bequeath  $500  to  be 
paid  without  interest  when  Wray  Sharpe  shall  attain  25 
years.  This  would  be  a  payment  of  the  money  to  him  at 
that  time  without  interest.  The  testator  intended  and 
meant  that  if  he,  the  testator,  died  before  the  legatee 
reached  that  age,  then  the  legatee  should  get  the  fixed  sum 
of  $500  and  no  more.  I  do  not  think  that  the  testator  in- 
tended that  if  he  and  his  wife  should  die  before  the  time 
fixed  for  payment  interest  should  begin  to  run  from  the 
date  of  his  death,  or  the  death  of  both  himself  and  his  wife. 

Costs  of  all  parties  out  of  the  estate. 


March  15th,  1902. 

divisional  court. 

LAROSE  V.  OTTAWA  TRUST  AND  DEPOSIT  CO. 

Contract — Board  and  Lodifing^Bequest  in  Lieu  of^Lapse. 

The  testatrix  boarded  with  the  plaintiflP,  and  while  so 
boarding  made  her  will  containing  a  bequest  to  plaintiffs 
wife.  Fromi  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  will,  the  plain- 
tiff told  testatrix  he  would  not  take  any  board  money  from 
her,  and  did  not  take  any.  The  plaintiff's  wife  died  before 
the  testatrix,  and  the  legacy  lapsed. 

Held,  that,  upon  the  proper  construction  of  what  occurred 
between  the  parties  at  the  time  deceased  ceased  to  pay  her 
board,  the  agreement  was  that  no  board  was  to  be  paid  for, 
provided  plaintiff's  wife  should,  at  the  testatrix's  death,  be- 
come entitled  to  receive  her  legacy. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  ^IacMahon, 
J.  The  defendants  are  administrators  with  will  annexed 
to  estate  of  Mary  Kelly,  deceased.  In  June,  1893,  Mary 
Kelly  went  to  reside  with  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife,  agree- 
ing to  pay  $10  a  month  for  her  board  and  lodging.  In 
June,  1895,  Mary  Kelly  by  her  will  bequeathed  a  legacy  of 
$2,000  to  plaintiff's  wife,  Catharine  Larose,  to  whom  she 
also  bequeathed  her  residuary  estate,  amounting  to  about 
$1,800.     About  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  will  Mary 


211 

Kelly  became  sick,  and  thereafter  required  constant  attend- 
ance and  nursing  until  her  death  on  4th  June,  1901.  After 
the  making  of  the  will  Mary  Kelly  ceased  to  pay  the  $10 
a  montn  for  her  board  and  lodging.  Catharine  Larose  pre- 
deceased Mary  Kelly,  dying  on  the  Ist  June,  1901,  and  her 
legacy  lapsed.  The  plaintiflE  claims  $2,190,  being  one  dollar 
a  day  for  board,  care,  and  attendance  on  Mary  Kelly  for  6 
jears  previous  to  her  death.  The  trial  Judge  held  that  the 
plaintiff  had  not  been  relying  on  bounty,  and  that  under  the 
circumstances  the  proper  remuneration  was  at  least  the 
amount  claimed. 

The  appeal  Avas  argued  before  a  Divisional  Court  (Fal- 
CONBRIDOE,  C.J.,  Street,  J.) 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

M.  J.  Gorman,  Ottawa,  for  plaintiff. 

Street,  J. — It  appears  ffom  the  evidence  that  when 
the  plaintiff  became  aware  of  the  fact  that  the  deceased  had 
by  her  will  left  a  legacy  of  $2,000.  to  his  wife,  besides  making 
her  her  residuary  legatee,  and  a  legacy  of  $1,000  to  his 
daughter,  he  told  her,  in  effect,  that  he  would  no  longer 
accept  pay  from  her  for  her  board  at  his  house,  and  that 
she  must  consider  it  her  home  for  the  rest  of  her  life.  I 
do  not  think  it  necessary  to  carefully  scrutinize  the  plain- 
tifPs  statement  of  the  precise  language  he  used  in  convey- 
ing to  Mrs.  Kelly  his  meaning,  for  the  meaning  that  he 
intended  to  convey  is  plain,  and  his  recollection  of  the  pre- 
<a8e  words  in  which  he  conveyed  it  could  hardly  be  relied 
upon  after  the  lapse  of  some  six  or  seven  years.  A  contract 
of  some  sort  was  entered  into  by  reason  of  the  fact  that 
both  parties  must  be  taken  to  have  acted  from  that  time 
forward  upon  the  understanding  then  arrived  at.  .  .  . 
The  question  is  whether  the  contract  was  that  no  money 
should  be  charged  for  board,  provided  Mrs.  Kelly  did  not 
alter  her  will,  or  whether  it  must  be  taken  to  have  been 
that  no  money  should  be  charged,  provided  Mrs.  Larose 
should  at  Mrs.  Kelly's  death  become  entitled  to  receive  the 
legacy  and  other  benefits  bqueathed  to  her.  The  latter  is 
the  proper  construction  of  the  understanding.  ...  If 
Mrs.  Kelly  had  by  her  own  act  revoked  her  will,  he  would 
not  have  been  bound  to  continue  to  keep  her  without  being 
paid!  The  allowance  found  by  the  learned  Judge  below, 
though  liberal,  is  based  on  the  uncontradicted  evidence  of 
Dr.  Chabot,  who  attended  Mrs.  Kelly  during  the  whole 
period  covered  by  it. 
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Falconbridge,  C.J. — From  the  uncontradicted  evidence 
it  is  manifest  that  it  was  understood  by  the  parties  that 
compensation  for  deceased^s  board  and  attendance  should  oe 
made  by  will,  and  the  compensation  so  to  be  made  by  will 
and  not  the  making  of  the  will  formed  the  consideration  for 
the  boarding  and  care  of  deceased  for  the  remainder  of  her 
life.  Having  regard  to  Dr.  Chabot^s  evidence,  the  amount 
allowed  is  not  too  much. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

M.  J.  Gorman,  Ottawa,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

Scott,  Scott,  Curie,  &  Gleeson,  Ottawa,  solicitors  for 
defendants. 


March  12th,  1902. 
C.-A. 
WEST  V.  BENJAMIN. 
Partnership^Settlement-'Accounting, 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  order  of  Meredith,  C.J.,  upon 
appeals  by  plaintiff  and  also  defendant  from  a  report  of  the 
Master  at  Napanee  upon  a  reference  directed  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Canada  to  take  partnership  accounts  between  the 
parties  from  and  inclusive  of  the  1st  day  of  January,  1882, 
to  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  and  including  in  such 
account  all  the  rights  and  liabilities,  assets  and  effects,  be- 
longing to  the  partnership,  as  they  existed  on  the  1st  day  of 
January,  1882,  and  the  dealings  with  such  property  since  tne 
dissolution.  The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  recited 
and  confirmed  a  settlement  arrived  at  on  February  4th,  1882. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  J.  H.  Madden,  Napanee,  for 
plaintiff.  Pursuant  to  the  judgment  the  report  should  have 
allowed  as  an  asset  of  the  partnership  on  January  1st,  1882, 
a  sum  of  $4,751,  the  amount  of  sundry  private  accounts  of 
defendant,  for  which  he  had  given  partnership  goods  in  pay- 
ment and  not  been  charged  with  their  price,  and  also  a  sum 
of  $2,063.03  credited  as  paid  by  defendant  for  partnership 
debts,  but  paid  for  by  delivery  of  partnership  goods,  not 
charged  to  him,  and  both  these  sums  could  be  properly  taken 
into  account  without  disturbing  the  figures  of  matters  agreed 
upon  by  the  settlement  of  February  1st,  1882.  The  Master's 
finding  that  defendant  had  at  the  time  of  the  settlement 
$4,000  worth  of  unpaid  promissory  notes  in  his  hands  and 
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imaccounted  for,  and  which  the  Chief  Justice  reduced  by 
$3^000,  should  not  be  disturbed. 

W.  R.  Riddell,  K.C.,  and  C.  A.  Hasten,  for  defendant, 
ako  appealed  from  the  ord-eir.  The  $3,000  allowed  by  the 
Master  against  defendant,  and  the  $1,000  known  as  the  Ger- 
man note  should  not  be  allowed. 

The  Court,  composed  of  Osler  and  Maclennan,  JJ.A.^ 
(Lister,  J.A.,  having  died  after  the  argument  and  before 
judgment)  allowed  the  appeal  as  to  promissory  notes  and  dis- 
missed it  as  to  items  of  $4,751  jblM  $2,063.03.  Plaintiff  to 
have  three-quarters  of  the  costs  of  his  appeal.  The  cross- 
appeal  was  dismissed  with  costs  and  judgment  in  other 
respects  affirmed.  It  was  stated  that  Lister,  J.A.,  had  come 
to  a  similar  conclusion. 

Deroche  &  Madden,  Napanee,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Herrington  &  Warner,  Napanee,  solicitors  for  defendant. 


I 


Britton,  J.  March  10th,  1902. 

chambers 

GEARING  V.  McQEE. 

Pleading— AtnendmenP—AUachinn  Order-^Defence  of. 

The  plaintiff  in  a  former  action  sued  the  defendants  and 
one  Robinson  to  enforce  a  mechanic's  lien  (see  27  A.  R.  364). 
The  plaintiff's  action  was  dismissed  as  against  the  ownerS; 
the  McGees,  but  his  lien  was  declared  against  the  interests 
of  the  Robinsons  in  the  property.  In  the  former  action  the 
McGees  gave  an  indemnity  to  the  Robinsons  to  protect  them 
against  liens.  This  indemnity  was  subsequently  assigned  to 
the  plaintiff  Gearing,  who  now  brings  this  action  upon  it. 
After  judgment  in  the  former  action  and  taxation  of  costs 
against  Gearing,  the  McGees  obtained  a  garnishment  order 
attaching  all  moneys  in  the  hands  of  Robinson  and  others, 
of  Gearing,  to  answer  the  costs  due  the  McGees  by  Gearing. 
In  this  action  by  Gearing  upon  the  indemnity  thus  assigned 
to  him,  the  Master  in  Chambers  gave  the  defendants  the 
McGees  liberty  to  set  up,  as  a  defence,  the  above  garnishment 
order. 

The  plaintiff  appealed. 

J.  E.  Jones,  for  plaintiff. 

W.  N.  Ferguson,  for  defendant. 
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Brixton,  J. — Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  so  much  of  the 
order  of  the  Master  in  Chambers  as  allows  defendants  to 
amend  their  defence  by  pleading  an  attaching  order  against 
Eobinson  and  others,  obtained  by  the  defendants  as  judg- 
ment creditors  in  an  action  against  the  plaintiff  in  which 
defendants  recovered  judgment.  That  judgment  is  in  favour 
of  defendants  against  the  plaintiff  for  $471.59.  This 
amount^  with  interest,  or  any  part  of  it,  the  plaintiff  is  willing 
to  allow  against  corresponding  amount  he  may  be  entitled 
to  in  this  action.  The  defendants  say  that,  in  addition  to 
the  $471.59  and  interest^  Which  plaintiff  in  his  claim  admits 
and  is  willing  to  set  off,  they  are  entitled  to  subsequent 
costs;  if  so,  the  djcfendants,  in  the  event  of  plaintiff^s  recover}' 
herein,  should  be  entitled  to  set  these  off;  and  no  doubt  an 
order  would  be  made  upon  application  for  that  purpose,  if 
plaintiff  objected.  The  only  possible  object  of  pleading  the 
attaching  order  would  be  to  let  in  evidence  of  the  state  of 
account  between  plaintiff  and  Robinson  and  others,  for  the 
purpose  of  attempting,  in  that  way,  to  get  the  alleged  sub 
sequent  costs  of  defendants  upon  their  judgment  against 
plaintiff,  a  part  of  which  costs  is  for  an  appeal  from  the 
taxation.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  amendment  should  not 
be  allowed.  To  plead  this  attaching  order  would  further 
complicate  a  matter  already  a  good  deal  involved.  It  is  not 
a  plea  that  can  help  defendants,  but  will  embarrass  the 
plaintiff.  It  does  not  in  any  way  go  to  the  merits  or  assist 
in  determining  the  real  matters  in  controversy  between  the 
parties. 

Appeal  allowed.     Costs  to  plaintiff  in  any  event. 

DuYemet  &  Jones,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Millar,  Ferguson,  &  Hughes,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  de- 
fendants. 
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TRIAL. 

McLELLAN  v.  HOOEY, 

Assessment  and  Taxes  —  Hale  for  Taxes  —  Description  of  hawi— 
Sufficiency  of  —  Possession  —  Adverse  after-acquired  Rights  of 
ISninf-R.  8.  O.  ch.  224,  sec.  211. 

Action  by  plaintifF,  claiming  under  a  registered  paper 
title,  to  recover  possession  of  certain  lots  of  land  in  the  town 
of  Trenton,  and  to  set  aside  a  tax  deed  made  to  defendant, 
and  for  other  relief.  The  plaintiff  derived  his  registered  title 
after  the  sale  for  taxes  to  defendant.  The  lots  were  adver- 
tised for  sale  on  23rd  September,  1896,  for  arrears  of  taxes 
for  the  years  1892-3-4,  and  the  sale  was  adjourned  to  7tli 
October,  1896,  at  which  time  tlie  corporation  purchased,  and 
in  May,  1899,  assigned  the  certificates  to  defendant,  who 
went  into  possession  of  the  lots,  which  had  hitherto  been 
vacant,  and  made  improvements  to  the  value  of  $650. 

A.  Abbott,  for  plaintiff. 

W.  C.  Mikel,  for  defendant.  The  fact  that  there  are 
only  two  lots,  7  and  8,  discloses  only  a  latent  ambiguity, 
and  evidence  may  be  given  to  shew  that  the  lots  sold  were 
the  lots  bought  by  the  defendant  and  in  his  possession. 
The  tax  sale  is  valid  under  57  Viet.  ch.  85  and  Gl 
Vict.  ch.  .56.  Moreover,  the  assignment  of  mortgage 
under  which  plaintiff  claims  is  dated  17th  September. 
1900,  and  the  conveyance  to  him  is  dated  1st  August,  1900. 
both  after  the  entry  into  possession  of  defendant;  and  there- 
fore under  sec.  211  of  the  Assessment  Act  defendant  must 
succeed. 

F.  Britton  Osier  appeared  for  town  of  Trenton,  though 
not  parties. 

Meredith,  J. — The  lands  were  generally  described  as  ■ 
lots  5,  6,  7,  and  8  on  the  eai5t  side  of  McTjollan  avenue,  in 
the  town  of  Trenton.  There  happen  to  be  two  other  lots  cm 
the  east  side  of  McTjellan  avenue  also  numbered  7  and  8, 
and  it  was  urged  that  as  to  those  two  lots,  at  all  events^ 
there  was  such  uncertainty  as  to  avoid  the  sale;  that  the 
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lots  in  <|iU'stion  ougiit  lo  luivt;  boon  described  as  in  the 
Irvine  survey,  \l\v  ouier  lots  i  and  8  being  in  wJiat  is  ealied 
the  Jubilee  survey,  lliere  was  no  other  lot  5  or  6  on  the 
east  side  of  the  avenue^  and  throughout  the  proceedings 
the  four  lots  in  q^uestion  were  grouped  together  with  an 
adjoining  lot,  1,  irontmg  upon  another  street;  and  the 
oniy  tesumony  given  upon  tlie  question  of  identity  was  that 
of  plaintiff's  witness,  tiie  town  engineer,  who  saiu,  in  effect, 
thai  ine  grouping  oi  the  lots  removed  any  doubt  a^  to  tiie!i 
identity,  any  ambiguity  or  uncertainty  as  to  lots  7  and  8; 
and,  besides  this,  m  some  of  the  proceedings  the  lots  were 
otherwise  distinguished  so  as  to  remove  any  excuse  for 
doubt,  real  or  assumed,  as  to  their  identity. 

Apart  from  all  this,  no  one  concerned  has  been  misled 
«  .  .  and  the  taxes  have  been  properly  imposed,  and  tlio 
proper  person  had  notice  of  assessment  and  intention  to  sell. 
.  .  .  The  plaintiff  ob tamed  his  title  while  the  defendant 
waa  in  occupation  under  his  tax  title,  and  it  was  contended 
for  defendant  that,  by  reason  of  sec.  211  of  the  Assessment 
Act,  the  plaintiff  could  not  succeed,  but  the  same  question 
probably  arises  here  as  thai  already  dealt  with,  for  if  the 
assessment  and  sale  proceedings  be  void  for  uncertainty  ai 
to  the  lands,  it  can  hardly,  be  said  to  be  a  case  ''  where  lanas 
are  sold  for  arrears  of  taxes.^^  And  so  too  probably  as  to 
the  defence,  based  upon  61  Vict.  ch.  56  (0.)  i5ut  1  lind  that 
the  proceedings  were  not  invalid  by  reason  of  the  descrip 
tion  of  the  lands,  and  that  it  was  sufficient  in  this  oaae  for 
the  purposes  of  tlie  taxation,  and  sale  in  question:  see  Hyatt 
V.  Mills,  19  A.  K.  329;  Assessment  Act,  sees.  13  (1)  (^,  (4), 
columns  8  and  9,  sees.  29,  34,  51,  and  schedule  i).,  sec.  r4, 
sub-sec.  2,  and  sees.  152-5,  162,  173,  177,  193,  203,  207, 
and  212. 

Action  dismissed  with  costs. 

A.  Abbott,  Trenton,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

W.  C.  Mikcl,  Belleville,  solicitor  for  defendant 


Brixton,  J.  March  17th,  190?. 

TRIAL. 

TORONTO  JUNCTION   PUBLIC   SCHOOL  BOARD   v. 

COUNTY  OF  YORK. 

Public  IScJiools — J/ocfci  iichool^iSupix)rt  of— Contribution  by  County 
—Srhool  in  a  iicimrated  Town  Territorially  within  County. 

Action  brought  for  a  declaration  that  defendants  are 
liable  under  the  provisions  of  the  Public  Schools  Act  to 
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contribute  towards  the  support  of  the  South  York  County 
Model  School,  situated  at  the  town  of  Toronto  Junction. 

W.E.  Baney,  for  plaintifb. 

C.  C.  Bobinson^  for  defendants. 

Britton,  J. — The  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  the  declara- 
tion as  prayed.  Toronto  Junction  is  territorially  within  the 
limits  of  the  county  of  York,  but  it  is  a  separate  town, 
within  the  provisions  of  the  Municipal  Act»  and  as  a  muni- 
cipali^  is  not  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  counfty  counciL 
Is  Toronto  Junction  part  of  the  county  of  York,  within  the 
meaning  of  sees.  83  and  84  of  1  Ewd.  YU.  ch.  39,  for  educa- 
tional purposes  ?  That  is  to  say,  for  the  purpose  of  compel- 
ling the  county  of  York  to  contribute  to  the  maintenance  of 
its  model  school,  set  apart  by  the  board  of  examiners  as  one 
of  the  model  schools  of  the  county.  The  county  board  of 
examiners  is  a  board  appointed  by  the  municipal  council  of 
the  county.  That  board  must  have  as  one  ox  its  members 
the  inspector  of  any  town  (within  the  county)  separated 
from  the  county.  That  board  has  jurisdiction  within  the 
county  as  to  the  subjects  (limited  in  number)  with  which  it 
can  deal.  The  board  can  set  apart  at  least  one  public  school 
in  the  county  as  a  model  school  for  the  training  of  teachers. 
Such  a  school  could  be  established  by  the  board  in  a  town 
(within  the  county),  although  separated  municipally  from  the 
county.  If  the  board  could  do  this  now,  it  follows  that  this 
model  school  in  Toronto  Junction,  properly  set  apart  as  a 
county  model  school,  continues  such,  notwithstanding  the 
separation  of  the  town  municipally  from  the  rest  of  the 
county.  The  word  "county,"  in  the  Act,  sometimes  must 
be  applied  territorially  and  sometimes  municipally.  In  this 
case  the  model  school  is  a  county  school,  although  in  the 
separated  town.  Judgment  for  plaintiffs  with  High  Court 
costs. 

Mills,  Baney,  Anderson,  ft  Hales,  Toronto,  solicitors  for 
plaintiffs. 

C.  C.  Bobinson,  Toronto,  solicitor  for  defendants. 


LouNT,  J.  March  18th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

BE  ANDEBSON. 

Will— Direction  to  Pay  Deftto  out  of  Estate— Specific  DwiM  of  Per 
eonaltp— Residuary  Devise  of  Money  and  Securities  for  Monet 
—Debts  Payable  out  of  Money, 

Originating  notice,  heard  at  London,  by  executoTs  of 
John  Anderson,  deceased,  for  a  direction  as  to  the  fund 
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out  of  which  the  testator's  debts,  amounting  to  $1>143,  are  to 
be  paid. 

M.  P.  McDonagh^  London,  for  executors  and  for  Ellen 
Needham. 

B.  6.  Fisher,  London,  for  Margaret  Ardel. 

F.  P.  Betts,  London,  for  J.  H.  Needham,  an  infant. 

LouNT,  J. — The  estate  is  valued  at  $27,000.  The  per- 
sonal property,  household  furniture,  goods,  chattels,  and 
effects,  excepting  money  and  securities  for  money,  are  of 
the  value  of  $1,200.  The  money  amounts  to  $5,880,  and 
securities  for  money  are  of  the  value  of  $3,050.  By  ckuise 
1  of  the  will,  provision  is  made  by  the  testator  for  the  pay- 
ment of  his  just  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses, 
by  his  executors,  out  of  the  estate,  as  soon  as  convenient 
after  his  decease.  Other  clauses  contained  devises  of  niis 
real  estate  in  different  parcels  to  his  grandson,  John  Ham- 
ilton Needham,  the  infant,  to  Margaret  Ardel  and  Ellen 
Needham,  his  daughters.  By  clause  6  of  his  will,  he  gave 
and  bequeathed  all  his  '^  personal  property,  household  furni- 
ture, goods,  chattels,  and  effects  to  my  grandson,  John 
Hamilton  Needham,  excepting  the  money  and  securities  for 
money  of  which  I  die  possessed,''  and  by  clause  7  he  directed 
that  **  the  money  and  securities  for  money  of  which  I  di^i 
possessed  be  divided ''  among  his  daughters  and  grandson  in 
certain  proportions.  I  think  that  the  debts  must  be  paid 
out  of  the  money  and  securities  for  money  bequeathed  in 
clause  7..  The  money  in  hand  is  the  proper  fund  to  which 
resort  should  be  had  for  the  payment  of  debts,  and  in  this 
case  there  is  sufScient  for  the  purpose.  Clause  7  is  a  resi- 
duary clause,  but  clause  6  is  of  a  specific  legacy,  and  not  to 
be  resorted  to  for  the  payment  of  debts  as  long  as  there  are 
sufficient  funds  for  that  purpose  under  clause  7. 

Order  accordingly.  Costs  of  all  parties  out  of  funa 
mentioned  in  clause  7. 


Meredith,  J.  March  19th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

NESBIT  V.  GALNA. 

Security  for  Costs— ReHdence  of  Plaintiff  out  of  Ontario — JUtum-- 
Ordinary  Residence— Rules  1198  (h),  1199. 

An  appeal  by  the-  plaintiff  from  an  order  of  the  local 
Master  at  Sernia  dismissing  an  application  by  the  plaintiff 
to  set  aside  a  praecipe  order  for  security  for  costs. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  British  subject,  and  was  always  a 
resident  of  Ontario  until  his  second  marriage  in  1896,  since 
when  he  had  been  living  and  working  part  of  the  time  in 
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the  State  of  Michigan  and  part  of  the  time  in  Ontario;  ho 
had  no  property  or  means  in  Ontario;  his  wife  had  a  home 
in  Michigan^  and  after  his  marriage  he  made  that  his  place 
of  residence  so  far  as  possible^  and  had  no  other  place  of 
residence.  When  this  action  was  begun  in  March,  1901. 
the  plaintiff  was  at  his  wife's  home  in  Michigan,  and  nis 
solicitor  indorsed  that  as  his  place  of  residence  on  the  writ 
of  summons.  In  January,  1902,  after  delivery  of  statements 
of  claim  and  defence,  the  defendants  obtained  under  Buie 
1199,  on  praecipe,  an  order  for  security  for  costs.  The 
plaintiff  and  his  wife  had  then  come  to  Ontario  for  the 
winter  and  were  boarding  at  an  hotel.  The  plaintiff  stated 
on  affidavit  that  he  had  come  to  reside  permanently  in 
Ontario. 

D.  L.  McCarthy,  for  plaintiff. 

J.  D.  Falconbridge,  for  defendants. 

Meredith,  J. — ^The  order  was  rightly  made,  not  only 
under  Rule  1199,  but  also  because  plaintiff  actually  resided 
out  of  Ontario  at  the  time.  After  his  marriage,  his  residence 
was  at  his  wife's  home,  in  Michigan.  As  to  the  question 
whether,  if  the  plaintiff  now  really  resides  in  Ontario  ana 
intends  to  reside  therein,  that  circumstance  is  sufficient  to 
relieve  him  from  the  order:  at  law  it  ordinarily  would  not, 
especially  if  security  had  been  given:  Badnall  v.  Haylay,  4 
M.  &  W.  535;  Westenberg  v.  Mortimore,  L.  R  10  C.  P.  438; 
Hatley  v.  Merchants'  Despatch  Co.,  12  A.  E.  640:  but  in 
equity  it  would:  O'Conner  v.  Sierra  Nevada  Co.,  24  Beav. 
435 ;  Mathews  v.  Chichester,  30  Beav.  135 ;  Harvey  v.  Smith, 
1  Ch.  Chamb.  392.  No  case,  however,  seems  to  lay  down 
any  clear  and  positive  rule  upon  the  subject     .     .     . 

The  plaintiff  being  a  British  subject,  always  a  resident 
of  Ontario  until  his  second  marriage  about  six  years  ago, 
and  even  during  that  time  frequently  sojourning  and  doing 
business  in  Ontario,  and  security  not  having  been  given, 
but  A  prsecipe  order  only  obtained,  I  should  feel  authorized 
in  relieving  him  from  that  order,  if  quite  satisfied  that  he  is 
now  actually,  and  intends  to  continue,  a  resident  of  Ontario : 
see  Place  v.  Campbell,  6  D.  &  L.  113.  .  .  But,  upon  the 
evidence,  I  look  upon  the  wife's  home  in  Michigan  as  really 
the  place  of  residence  of  herself  and  the  plaintiff,  and  likely 
so  to  remain:  see  Marsh  v.  Beard,  1  Ch.  Chamb.  390;  Wat- 
son V.  Yorston,  1  U.  C.  L.  J.  N.  S.  97. 

The  local  Master  has  found  that  the  plaintiff's  ordinary 
place  of  residence  is  at  his  wife's  home,  and  that  his  resi- 
dence in  Ontario,  boarding  at  an  hotel,  though  for  months 
past,  is  merely  a  temporary  residence.  I  have  not  disagreed 
with  him  in  tiiat  finding;  the  burden  of  proof  was  upon  the 
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plaintiff.  Bule  1198  (()  therefore  applies,  and  the  case  is 
one  in  which  an  order  for  security  for  costs  ought  to  be 
made,  and  nothing  would  be  gained  by  setting  aside  the 
prsBcipe  order  and  making  another  order  to  the  same  effect. 

Appeal  dismissed:  costs  in  cause  to  defendants. 

Hanna  &  McCarthy,  Samia,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

W.  L.  Haight,  Parry  Sound,  solicitor  for  defendant. 

LouNT,  J.  March  20th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

EE  PITZSIMMONS. 

Willn-Death  without  Issue— Executory  Devise— Potoer  of  8ale—iiX' 
ecutors— Executors  of  Executor^Rule  of  OonHruction, 

Originating  notice  under  Rule  938  by  executors  of  B. 
Ferguson,  deceased,  the  last  surviving  executor  of  R.  Fitz- 
Simmons,  deceased.  R.  Fitzsimmons  died  in  1845,  leaving 
surviving,  his  wife  Elizabeth,  and  one  child  Mary  Ann.  The 
will  provided  as  follows: — "Firstly,  I  give  and  bequeath 
my  real  estate  .  .  .  containing  50  acres  to  the  sole  and 
proper  use  of  my  wife  Elizabeth  and  my  child  Mary  Ann 
in  the  following  manner  and  on  these  express  conditions, 
viz. : — My  said  wife  is  to  have,  possess,  and  enjoy  all  my  said 
real  estate,  subject  to  the  payment  of  all  my  just  and  law- 
ful debts,  for  the  support  of  herself  and  my  child  as  long  as 
she  remain  my  widow,  and  in  the  event  of  her  marrying 
after  my  decease,  it  is  my  will  that  all  my  real  estate  afore- 
said should  to  all  intents  and  purposes  become  the  sole 
property  of  my  said  child  Mary  Ann  and  her  heirs  after  her, 
and  in  case  of  the  above  event  my  will  is  that  the  place 
might  be  leased  by  my  executors,  and  the  proceeds  solely 
appropriated  to  the  support  of  my  said  child,  and  in  the 
event  of  my  said  child  Mary  Ann  dying  without  issue,  it  is 
my  will  and  desire  that  my  said  real  estate  should  be  sold, 
and  the  proceeds  equally  divided  between  the  children  of 
my  brother  James,  and  also  between  the  children  of  my 
sister  Margaret,  that  is,  to  be  equally  divided  between  the 
children  of  my  said  brother  and  sister  respectively.  I  here- 
by appoint  Robert  Ferguson  and  Keiran  Kelly  to  be  my  sole 
executors  to  carry  the  above  into  effect."  The  widow  re- 
mained unmarried,  and  died  in  1897.  The  daughter  died 
unmarried  in  1900. 

W.  Davidson,  for  petitioners. 

J.  Hales,  for  executors  of  Mary  Ann  Fitzsimmons. 

W.  I.  Dick,  Milton,  for  Robert  Murphy,  representing  a 

class. 
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LoujNT,  J. — "A  will  should  be  construed  by  reading  it 
iji  the  ordinary  and  grainniatical  ^euse  oi  the  words,  unless 
some  obvious  absurdity  or  some  repugnance  or  inconsistency 
with  the  declared  intentions  of  tne  writer  to  be  extracted 
Irom  the  whole  instrument  should  follow  from  so  reading 
it:"  per  Lord  Wensleydale  in  Abbott  v.  Mitchell,  7  H.  L. 
Cas.  877.  *'  It  is  not  the  duty  of  a  court  of  justice  to  search 
for  a  testator's  meaning  otherwise  than  by  fairly  interpreting 
the  words  he  has  usod:'^  per  Lord  Cranworth  in  the  same 
case.  {See  also  Crawford  v.  Broddy,  2G  S.  C.  It.  at  p.  353. 
Adopting  tlus  rule  of  construction,  and  reading  the  will  in 
the  ordinary  and  grammatical  sense,  it  appears  to  me  that 
iiilizabeth  i?  itzsimmons,  the  widow  of  the  testator,  took  an 
estate  for  life,  subject  to  being  cut  down  to  an  estate  termin- 
able on  her  marrymg  agam,  and  subject  to  the  express  con- 
ditions of  the  payment  of  nis  debts,  and  to  tlie  support  of 
his  child  Mary  Ann,  and  as  long  as  slie  remained  his  widow, 
but  if  she  married  again,  her  estate  would  absolutely  cease; 
otherwise  an  estate  lor  life,  if  slie  remained  unmarried. 
His  child  Mary  Ann,  by  the  words  "1  give  and  bequeatn 
my  real  estate  to  the  soie  and  proper  use  of  my  child  Mary 
Ann,"  took  an  estate  in  fee  simple,  subject  to  an  executory 
devise  over  m  tlie  event  of  her  dymg  without  issue,  by  the 
words,  "  in  the  event  of  my  child  dying  without  issue  it  is 
my  will  that  my  real  estate  should  be  sold  and  the  proceeds 
equally  divided  between  the  children  of  my  brotner  and 
sister."'  I  think  these  words  import  a  failure  of  issue 
restricted  to  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  tirst  devisee:  Ex 
p.  Davis,  2  Sun.  N.  S.  114;  Goltsman  v.  Coltsman,  L.  K.  '4 
Jl.  L.  121;  Gray  v.  Kochford,  2  S.  C.  R.  431;  Jarman  on 
Wills,  5th  ed.,  1332.  The  rule  is  well  established  of  restric- 
tive construction  for  cases  in  which  the  devise  is  to  A.  in 
fee,  and  if  he  dies  without  issue,  then  at  his  death,  over. 
.  .  •  I  think,  also,  it  must  be  held  that  the  intention  of 
the  testator  was  that,  whether  the  estate  reached  Mary  Ann 
through  one  channel  or  the  other,  he  intended  and  willed 
that  if  she  died  without  issue,  then  there  should  be  the 
executory  gift  over,  the  lands  should  be  sold  and  the  pro- 
ceeds go  to  the  children  of  his  brother  and  sister  as  men- 
tioned in  the  will.  By  giving  to  the  will  this  construction 
full  meaning  is  attached  to  all  of  it,  with  the  result  that  the 
manifest  intention  of  the  testator  is  effectuated  without  re- 
pugnance or  inconsistency.  This  being  so,  the  executors 
of  the  deceased  surviving  executor  of  this  testator  have 
power  to  sell  and  distribute  the  proceeds  among  the  child- 
ren of  his  brother  and  sister.  The  will  does  not  clothe  tne 
executors  directly  with  authority  to  sell,  but  directs  a  sale, 
and  his  executors  are  "  to  be  his  sole  executors  to  carry  the 
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Above  into  effect.*'  This  would  be  suflScient  authority  for 
the  executors  if  either  were  alive;  what  either  of  them,  it 
living,  could  do,  the  executor  of  the  survivor  can  do:  Wil- 
liams on  Executors,  9th  cd.,  204.  See  also  Ro  Stephenson, 
Kinnee  v.  Malloy,  24  0.  R.  395. 

Declare,  therefore,  that  Mary  Ann  took  an  estate  in  fee 
simple  subject  to  an  executory  devise  over  if  she  died  with- 
out issue,  w^hereby  the  executors  of  Robert  Fitzsimmons  were 
empowered  tc  sell  and  distribute  the  proceeds  among  the 
children  of  the  testator's  brother  and  sister,  and  that  the 
executors  of  the  surviving  executor  have  power  to  sell. 
Costs  of  all  parties  out  of  the  estate 

G.  E.  McCraney,  Milton,  solicitor  for  petitioners. 

W.  I.  Dick,  Milton,  solicitor  for  R.  Murphy. 

Mills,  Raney,  Anderson,  &  Hales,  Toronto,  solicitors  for 
executors  of  Marv  Ann  Fitzsimmons. 


Meredith,  J.  March  21st,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

HENRY  V.  WARD. 
Arrest— Intent  to  Quit  Ontario  tcith  Intent  to  Defraud — Foreigner. 

Motion  by  defendant  for  his  discharge  from  custody 
under  an  order  for  his  arrest  made  upon  the  plaintiffs'  appli- 
cation, by  the  Judge  of  the  County  Court  of  Essex.  The 
defendant  was  never  a  resident  of  Ontario,  but  was  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States  of  America,  and  a  resident  of  and  a 
large  property  owner  in  the  State  of  Michigan. 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  defendant. 

J.  M.  Clark,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

Meredith,  J. — If  the  truth  and  the  whole  truth  had 
been  told  upon  the  ex  parte  application  for  the  order,  it  could 
Bot  rightlv  have  been  made :  see  Cozens  v.  Richer,  Dra.  167 ; 
Fryer  v.  Hislop,  1  Ex.  437;  Bowers  v.  Flower,  3  P.  R.  62. 
The  defendant  must  now  be  discharged  from  custody,  because 
he  was  not  at  the  time  the  order  was  obtained  about  to  quit 
Ontario  at  all,  and  because,  upon  the  whole  evidence  brought 
out  upon  this  motion,  the  defendant  did  not  then  intend  to 
defraud  his  creditors  generally  or  the  plaintiffs  in  particular, 
by  quitting  Ontario. 

Order  made  for  discharge  of  defendant  with  costs. 

Fleming,  Wigle,  &  Rodd,  Windsor,  solicitors  for  defend- 
ant. 

J.  W.  Hanna,  Windsor,  solicitor  for  plaintiffs. 
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Winchester,  Master.  March  6th,  1902. 

KoBERTSON,  J.  March  19th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

BEX  EX  EEL.  ROBERTS  v.  PONSFORD. 

Quo  Warrantfh-NoHoe  of  Motion  for  Tuesday    2Jiih  FebrtMry,  hy 

Mistake  for  Tuesday   Z5th  February,  Valid^  Amendment. 

TMb  was  an  application  for  an  order  to  unseat  the 
respondents,  who  had  been  elected  aldermen  of  the  city  of 
St.  Thomas. 

On  the  6th  Felruary,  1902,  the  relator,  upon  filing  his 
affidavit  and  the  fifidavits  of  two  others,  etc.,  obtained 
a  fiat  to  serve  the  notice  of  motion — ^upon  his  filing  a 
sufficient  recognizance  as  provided  by  the  Municipal  Act, 
R.  S.  0.  1897  ch.  223,  sec.  220— for  an  order  setting  aside 
and  declaring  invalid  and  void  the  election  or  pretendad 
election  held  on  the  6th  February,  1902,  at  the  city  of 
St.  Thomas,  under  which  election  the  respondents — eleven 
in  all — had  unjustly  usurped  the  office  of  alderman  in  and 
for  the  city  of  St.  Thomas. 

Before  serving  the  notice  of  motion,  the  relator's  solici- 
tor filled  in  the  date  upon  which  it  was  returnable  as  "Tues- 
day the  24th  day  of  February,  A.D.  1902.''    This  notice  of 
motion  was  served  upon  the  respondents  on  the  15th  Feb- 
ruary, 1902,  and  phortly  thereaft(Br  it  was  discovered  that  a 
mistake  had  been  rnade  in  describing  the  date  as  "Tuesday 
the  24th  day  of  February,*'  instead  of  "Tuesday  the  25th 
day  of  February;"  and  on  the  18th  February  a  notice  en- 
titled in  this  mati::i  and  reading  as  follows: — "  Take  notice, 
that  by  a  clerical  error  in  the  notice  of  motion  served  on 
you  herein,  it  is  ctAted  that  a  motion  will  be  made  before 
the  said  Master  in  Chambers  at  Osgoode  Hall  in  the  city 
of  Toronto,  at  eleven  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  on  Tuesday 
the  24th  day  of  February,  1902,  instead  of  Tuesday  the 
25th  day  of  February,  1902;  and  you  are  hereby  notified 
that  the  day  on  which  the  said  motion  will  be  made  is 
Tuesday  the  25th  day  of  February,  A.D.  1902 :" — was  served 
upon  a  number  o!  Ihe  respondents  by  the  relator;  and  the 
remainder  were  s^^jrved  with  same  on  the  20th,  2l8t,  and 
22nd  days  of  February.    This  notice  was   signed   by  the 
relator  John  West  Roberts,  by  his  solicitor. 
J.  H.  Moss,  for  the  relator. 
K  E,  A.  DuVeinet,  for  the  respondents. 
The  Master  in  Chambers,  after  referring  to  Batten 
V.  Harrison,  3  Bos.  &  Pull.  1.  and  Eldon  v.  Hai^,  1  Chit. 
11,  held  the  notice  valid  for  25th  February,  and  continued 
as  follows: — 

It  was  further  argued  by  counsel  for  the  respondents 
that  there  was  no    provision  in   the   statute    giving  any 
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authority  to  amend  the  notice  of  motion  or  enlarging  the 
time. 

K.  S.  0.  1897  ch.  223,  sec.  220  (4),  seems  to  me,  how- 
ever, to  give  all  the  power  that  is  given  under  the  Consoli- 
dated Rules  of  Practice  under  the  Judicature  Act  to  the 
proceedings  under  that  Act. 

It  says:  "Where  the  proceedings  are  taken  before  a 
Judge  of  the  High  Court  or  before  the  Master  in  Chambers 
.  .  .  the  same  shall  be  entitled  and  conducted  in  the 
High  Court  of  Justice  in  the  same  manner  as  other  pro- 
ceedings in  Chambers.^'     .     .     . 

From  1888  to  1897,  the  provisions  of  this  statute — 
sees.  220  (1)  anJ  (2)  to  236,  inclusive — formed  a  portion 
of  the  Consolidated  Rules  of  Practice  under  the  Judicature 
Act,  but  they  were  in  1897  consolidated  in  the  Municipal 
Act  with  the  addition  of  220  (4)  and  one  or  two  other  sub- 
sections, thus  indicating  that  the  practice  in  High  Court 
matters  was  intended  to  be  still  made  applicable  to  such 
applications. 

Even  before  the  sections  relating  to  controverted  muni- 
cipal elections  had  been  consolidated  in  the  Rules  of  Prac- 
tice, it  was  held  that  the  Rules  of  Practice  appplied. 

There  are  a  number  of  cases  shexiMng  this. 

In  Reg.  ex  rel.  Linton  v.  Jackson,  2  Ch.  Ch.  18,  and  in 
Reg.  ex  rel.  McManus  v.  Ferguson,  2  C.  L.  J.  N".  S.  19, 
it  was  held  that  proceedings  in  these  quo  tmrranto  matters 
were  not  to  be  held  irregular  and  void  which  do  not  inter- 
fere with  the  just  trial  of  the  matter  on  the  merits.  See 
also  Reg.  ex  rel.  Grant  v.  Coleman,  7  A.  R.  619,  at  p.  625. 

I  would  also  refer  to  cases  of  irregularity  in  giving 
notice  of  trial  where  the  statute  required  a  certain  notice 
to  be  given,  but  where  the  irregularitv  was  not  allowed  as 
sufficient  to  set  aside  the  notice:  see  Holmested  &  Langton, 
704. 

I  hold,  therefore,  that  the  notice  of  motion  given 
herein,  under  the  circumstances  set  forth,  is  good  and  suffi- 
cient notice  for  Tuesday  the  25th  February,  1902,  and  that 
the  sureties  can  have  no  ground  of  objection  because  of  the 
proceedings  not  ocing  properly  prosecuted. 

The  order  for  examination  of  witnesses  will  issue — to 
be  spoken  to  as  to  the  examiner. 

An  appeal  b^^  the  respondents  from  this  order  was 
argued  by  the  san^e  counsel  in  Chambers  before 

RonKRTS^N,  J  .  who  held  that  the  notice  for  the  25th 
February  wns  g-od  for  the  reasons  given  by  the  Master. 

McEvoy  &  P-^riin,  Tiondon,  solicitors  for  the  relator. 
McTjean   &    Cameron,   St.    Thomas,    solicitors   for   the 
respondents. 
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Meredith,  J.  March  21st,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

RE  GREENWOOD  v.  BUSTER. 
County  Court — Jurisdiction— Consent  does  not  Give — Prohibition. 

Motion  for  prohibition  to  the  Judge  and  clerk  of  the 
County  Court  of  Frontenac  and  the  defendant  in  action  in 
that  Court,  to  prohibit  them  from  enforcing  a  pretended 
judgment  pronounced  in  1893  by  Richard  T.  WaJkem,  one 
of  Her  late  Majesty's  counsel,  sitting  as  County  Court  Judge, 
at  the  request  of  the  Judge,  who  was  ill,  but  without  the 
authority  of  a  commission  as  deputy-judge  or  otherwise, 
dismissing  the  action  with  costs  upon  a  regular  trial,  after 
the  plaintiff  had  consented  to  a  trial  by  Mr.  Walkem.  The 
plaintiff  moved  before  the  Judge  of  the  Court  to  set  aside 
the  nonsuit,  and  the  motion  was  dismissed  with  costs.  The 
defendant  taxed  the  costs  under  the  judgment,  and  had 
execution  in  the  sheriff's  hands  ever  since.  Recently  an 
alias  writ  had  been  placed  in  the  sheriff's  hands,  and  a 
seizure  of  the  plaintiff's  goods  was  threatened. 

D.  L.  McCarthy,  for  plaintiff. 

T.  D.  Delamere,  K.C.,  for  defendant.  The  plaintiff  is 
estopped  from  taking  advantage  of  the  irregularity:  Mayor 
of  London  v.  Cox,.  L.  R.  2  H.  L.  239 ;  Archibald  v.  Bushey, 
7  P.  R.  304;  Robertson  v.  Comwell,  ib.  297;  Shortt  on  Man- 
damus and  Prohibition,  p.  445. 

Meredith,  J.* — There  was  a  total  want  of  jurisdiction, 
and  consent  could  not  confer  jurisdiction.  Delay  could 
make  no  difference.  Rose,  J.  (29th  Nov.,  1895),  in  a  similar 
case  of  Re  Innes  v.  Gates,  tried  before  Mr.  Walkem,  granted 
prohibition;  see  also  Deadman  v.  Agriculture  and  Arts 
Association,  6  P.  R  176. 

The  order  will  go,  but  without  costs.  ^. 
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Winchester,  Master.  March  24th,  1902. 

chambers. 

DOmNION    PAVING    AND    CONTRACTING    CO.    v. 

MAGANN. 

Summary  Judgment^Paument  into  Court  of  Amount  Admitted  to  be 
Dw>— Payment  out  to  Plaintiff  a— Without  Prejudice  to  Defend- 
ant's Rights, 

Kane  v.  Mitchell,  13  P.  R.  118,  referred  to. 

Action  for  return  of  moneys  overpaid  to  defendant  on 
an  account.  The  defendant,  upon  being  served  with  the 
writ  of  summons,  paid  $1,081.66  into  Court,  under  Rule  419, 
in  full  satisfaction  of  plaintiffs'  claim.  The  plaintiffs 
moved  for  judgment  under  Rule  603  for  the  amount  claimed 
by  the  writ.  The  defendant,  in  an  affidavit,  admitted  the 
claim  to  the  extent  of  the  amount  paid  into  Court,  but  dis- 
puted the  balance. 

G.  H.  Kilmer,  for  plaintiffs. 

J.  D.  Falconbridge,  for  defendant. 

The  Master  in  Chambers: — ^Plaintiffs'  counsel  asks 
for  judgment  for  the  amount  paid  into  Court.  I  do  not 
think  the  plaintiffs  entitled  to  judgment  as  asked.  The 
Rules  under  which  the  defendant  has  paid  what  he  admits 
to  be  due  give  the  defendant  some  benefits  that  would  be 
useless  if  judgment  were  given  for  plaintiffs  as  asked.  I 
think  justice  will  be  done  to  the  parties  by  directing  the 
amount  in  Court  to  be  paid  out  to  plaintiffs,  the  defendant 
admitting  same  to  be  due  to  the  plaintiffs  in  his  affidavit. 
This  payment  will  be  without  prejudice  to  whatever  rights 
the  defendant  may  be  entitled  by  reason  of  his  paying  same 
into  Court  under  the  Rules.  I  would  refer  to  the  opinion 
of  the  late  Master  in  Chambers  in  Kane  v.  Mitchell,  13  P. 
R.  118.    Costs  in  the  cause. 

Kilmer,  Irving,  &  Porter,  Toronto,  solicitors  for 
plaintiffs. 

Johnston  &  Falconbridge,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  de- 
fendant. 


MacMahon,  J.  March  24th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

McCALLAM  v.  sun  SAVINGS  AND  LOAN  CO. 

Company  —  Shares  —  Subscription  —  Misrepresentation  —  Agent  — 
Settlement  Pending  Action,  Induced  by  Threats,  Set  Aside, 

Action  for  the  cancellation  of  the  application  for  1 
share  of  permanent  stock  of  the  defendant  company,  signed 
by  the  plaintiff  Margaret  McCallam,  and  of  the  certificate 
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aad  the  repayment  of  the  $100  paid  by  her  therefor^  and  the 
cancellation  of  the  application  for  10  shares  of  said  stock, 
signed  by  the  plaintiff  Samuel  McC^am,  and  the  repay- 
ment of  $80  paid  by  him  on  account  thereof,  and  by  amend- 
ment, to  set  aside  an  agiteement  of  settlement  made  after 
tiie  commencement  of  the  action. 

C.  D.  Scott,  for  plaintiffs. 

H.  H.  Dewarty  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

MacMa'Hon,  J. — ^Dealing  first  with  the  question  of  the 
alleged  settlement  of  this  action.    Without  imputing  to  Mr. 
Henderson  anything  else  than  forgetfulness  of  what  took 
place  on  that  occasion,  he,  no  doubt  with  the  desire  to  bring 
about  what  he  says  he  considered  a  fair  settlement,  then 
told  S.  McCallam  that  unless  a  settlement  was  effected  that 
night  it  coidd  not  be  settled  at  all,  and  if  not  settled  that 
night  he  (Henderson)  would  bring   an   action   to   recover 
$5,000  damage  for  slander  alleged  to  have  been  uttered  by 
McCallam  on  his  examination  for  discovery,  and  that  de- 
fendants  would   keep   it   m   litigation   for   years.    When 
McCallam  urged  that  the  case  should  be  submitted  to  his 
solicitor,  Henderson  made  the  above  threat.    This  threat 
was  the  inducing  cause  of  McCallami's  signing  the  offer  of 
settlement,  and  he  says  he  signed  under  fear  of  the  prosecu- 
tion.   Under  the  circumstances  it  is  a  settlement  amount- 
ing to  coercion  not  persuasion:  Ellis  v.  Barker,  25  L.  T.  N. 
S.  7;  Jackson  v.  G.  T.  R.  Co.,  25  0.  B.  64-66.    The  agree- 
ment, however,  is  only  an   offer,   and   did  not  become  an 
agreement  until  assented  to  by  defendants,  and  plaintiffs' 
solicitors  repudiated  the  settlement  and  withdrew  the  offer 
the  same  day.    The  manager  of  the  defendants  agreed  to 
the  settlement  on  the  day  after  it  was  made,  the  7th  Janu- 
ary, 1902,  the  president  on  the  8th  January,  and  the  board 
on  the  20th  January.    The  assent  of  the  board  was  too  late, 
but  it  does  not  matter  owing  to  the  coercion  adopted.  .  .  . 
I  find  that  Mr.  Henderson  stated  that  the  Imperial  Trust 
Company  was  behind  defendants,  and  had  guaranteed  a 
dividend  of  six  per  cent,  upon  the  stock  subscribed  for,  and 
that  through  the  trust  company  the  plaintiffs  could  get  the 
amount  of  their  principal  at  any  time.    These  statements 
were  untrue.    The  plaintiff  S.  McCallam  is,  therefore,  en- 
titled to  have  his  application  for  10  shares  of  defendants' 
stock  cancelled  and  to  a  refund  of  the  $100  he  has  paid 
thereon,  and  his  wife,  the  co-plaintiff,  though  she  has  re- 
ceived dividends  on  her  1  share,  for  which  she  paid  in  full, 
is,  as  she  is  in  a  position  to  return  the  stock,  entitled  to 
do  so  and  receive  back  her  money:  Clarke  v.  Dickson,  E.  B. 
&  E.  148. 
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The  defendants  must  pay  the  plaintiffs  their  costs. 
Scott  &  Scotty  Toronto,  solicitors  for  plaintiffs. 
Dewart,  Young,  &  Maw,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  defend- 
ants. 


Palconbridge,  C.J.  March  25th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

CLARK  V.  WALSH. 

Sale  of  Mining  Land— Agreement  to  Incorporate  Company  to  ^'Handle 
and  Acquire' — Specific  Performance  —  Foreign  Incorporation — 
Amendment. 

Action  for  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  dated 
16th  November,  1900,  whereby  plaintiff  Clark  undertook 
to  deposit  the  sum  of  $2,000,  part  of  the  consideration,  to 
credit  of  defendant  in  the  Ontario  Bank  at  Port  Arthur,  on 
the  1st  January,  1901,  and  by  said  date  incorporate  a  com- 
pany with  a  capital  of  $500,000  in  fully  paid  shares,  to 
handle  and  acquire  certain  mining  locations  near  Sapome 
Lake,  Bainy  Biver  District,  belonging  to  defendant,  and  to 
assign  to  her  100,000  fully  paid  shares,  and  to  do  certain 
work  in  developing  the  property.  After  the  agreement  the 
defendant's  husband,  J.  J.  Walsh,  contracted  with  plaintiff 
Clark  to  and  did  sink  a  shaft,  and  then  assigned  his 
claim  for  the  work  done,  to  the  defendant,  who  counter- 
claimed  for  its  value.  At  the  trial  the  plaintiffs  asked  leave 
to  amend  by  alleging,  inter  alia,  that  it  was  agreed  and 
understood  that  foreign  incorporation  was  to  be  obtained. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  N.  W.  Bowell,  for  plaintiff. 

B.  C.  Clute,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

Palconbridge,  C.J.:^ — The  incorporation  in  the  State 
of  West  Virginia  of  a  company  having  its  principal  office  or 
place  of  business  at  Buffalo,  U.S.,  with  the  enormous  powers 
and  purposes  set  out  in  the  agreement  and  certificate  of  incor- 
poration, was  not  in  numerous  material  respects  the  com- 
pany "to  be  incorporated  to  handle  and  acquire  the  pro- 
perty," within  the  meaning  of  the  memorandum  of  agree- 
ment of  the  16th  November,  even  if  plaintiff  were  entitled 
to  any  variation  or  modification  of  that  agreement  by  reason 
of  any  contemporaneous  verbal  discussions  on  the  subject. 
And  this  West  Virginia  company,  whose  corporators  live  in 
Massachusetts  and  New  York,  did  not  obtain  a  license 
authorizing  it  to  carry  on  business  in  this  Province  until 
11th  June.  Moreover,  the  dealing  with  and  manipulations 
of  the  stock  were  not  at  all  of  such  a  character  as  to  convey 
the  idea  that  defendant's  $100,000  thereof  would  be  of  any 
value  to  her.  Action  will  therefore  be  dismissed  and  the 
proposed  amendment  to  the  statement  of  claim  not  allowed. 
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Defendant  does  not  insist  on  retaining  the  whole  of  the 
$2,000y  bni  only  so  mnch  thereof  as  is  suflScient  to  satisfy 
J.  J.  Walsh's  claim,  assigned  to  her,  and  her  costs.  This 
she  is  entitled  to  do,  apart  from  the  question  of  defendant's 
right  to  sue  plaintiffs  for  the  cause  of  action  so  assigned. 
There  will  therefore  be  judgment  for  defendant  on  the 
counterclaim  for  $976  and  costs.  Plaintiffs  will  be  entitled 
to  the  balance  of  the  $2,000  after  deduction  of  $975  and 
defendant's  costs  of  action  and  counterclaim. 

T.  A.  Gorhan,  Port  Arthur,  solicitor  for  plaintiffs. 

W.  McBrady,  Port  Arthur,  solicitor  for  defendant. 

Faloonbridge,  C.J.  March  26th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

DAVIS  V.  EIDEAU  LAKE  NAVIGATION  CO. 
Principal  and  Agent^IAability  of  Companff— Holding  out  of  Person 

as  General  Manager — Costs. 

Action  to  recover  $1,217.42,  balance  due  plaintiffs  in 
respect  of  rebuilding  and  repairing  steamer  "  James  Swift/' 
and  repairs  to  steamer  "Rideau  Queen;"  tried  at  Kingston. 

E.  H.  Smythe,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

J.  L.  Whiting,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — Notwithstanding  the  alleged  hold- 
ing out  of  defendant  Noonan  as  general  manager  of  defend- 
ant company,  there  are  too  many  elements  of  notice  to 
plaintiffs  to  look  to  Noonan  for  payment,  and  of  election  of 
plaintiffs  so  to  do,  to  entitle  them  to  recover  against  the 
company.  The  company  and  Noonan  defended  by  the  sam-e 
solicitor,  and  there  are  other  good  reasons  why  in  dismissing 
plaintiffs'  action  as  against  the  company  costs  should  not 
also  be  imposed  on  plaintiffs. 

Judgment  granted  against  defendant  Noonan  for 
$1,217.04,  and  interest  from  17th  October,  1901,  and  costs. 
Plaintiffs  to  credit  $15.50  paid  into  Court  by  defendant 
company.  Action,  as  against  defendant  company,  dismissed 
without  costs. 

Smythe  &  Lyon,  Eingston,  solicitors  for  plaintiffs. 

J.  L.  Whiting,  Kingston,  solicitor  for  defendants. 

Boyd,  C.  March  26th,  1902. 

weekly  court. 

CENTAUR  CYCLE  CO.  v.  HILL. 

Sale  of  Goods— Action  for  Price — Counterclaim  for  Damages^Heport 
of  Referee— Varying  on  Appeal — Further  Directions — Costs. 

An  appeal  by  the  plaintiffs  and  cross-appeals  by  each  of 
the  defendants  from  the  report  of  James  S.  Cartwright,  an 
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official  referee,  upon  the  truil  by  him  of  an  action  for  the 
price  of  bicycles  sold  and  a  counterclaim  for  damages  in 
respect  of  the  quality  of  the  bicycles.  Also  a  motion  by 
plaintiffs  for  judgment  on  the  report. 

G.  P.  Shepley,  K.C.,  and  N.  W.  Howell,  for  plaintiffs. 

E.  B.  Ryckman  and  C.  W.  Kerr,  for  defendant  company 
and  defendant  Hill. 

G.  G.  Mills,  for  defendant  Love. 

The  Chancellor  dealt  with  the  facts  of  the  case  at 
considerable  length,  and  varied  the  report  of  the  referee  in 
some  particulars.  He  also  pronounced  judgment  in  accord- 
ance with  Vie  report  as  varied,  and  upon  the  question  of 
costs. 


Faloonbridge,  C.J.  March  26th,  1902, 

TRIAL. 

MANN  V.  G.  T.  R.  CO. 
Deed — Conatruction^Gravel — Subsequent  Deposit. 

Action  tried  at  Cayuga,  brought  for  damages  for  conver- 
sion by  defendants  of  a  quantity  of  gravel  taken  by  defend- 
ants from  certain  lands  of  the  plaintiffs.  This  was  the 
second  trial  of  the  action.  The  facts  appear  in  the  reports 
of  the  decision  upon  previous  trial,  32  0.  B.  240,  and  in 
appeal,  1  0.  L.  B.  487. 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  plaintiffs. 

H.  S.  Osier,  for  defendants. 

Palconbridge,  C.J. — The  questions  of  law  have  been 
settled  for  me  on  the  former  trial  and  appeal.  I  find  the 
issues  joined  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  assess  the 
damages  at  $350,  with  costs  on  tiie  High  Court  scale,  and 
grant  an  injunction  restraining  defendants  from  further 
interfering  with  the  deposit  of  gravel. 

W.  D.  Swayze,  Dunnville,  solicitor  for  plaintiffs. 

Bell  &  Biggar,  Belleville,  solicitors  for  defendants. 

Falconbridge,  C.J.  March  27th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

BE  McALLISTEB. 
Will—Constructionr-Estate  Tail 

Originating  notice  under  Bule  938. 

By  his  will,  dated  in  1872,  Bobert  McAllister,  who  died 
in  1876,  devised  certain  land  to  the  applicant,  A.  B.  Chat- 
terson,  in  the  following  terms: — "I  give  and  bequeath  unto 
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my  beloved  grandson  Almanzer  Kobert  Chattereon  all  that 
certain  tract  or  parcel  of  land  lying  and  being  lot  3  in  the 
second  range  of  the  township  of  iJrantford,  together  with 
twenty-one  acres,  more  or  less,  being  rear  part  of  number  2, 
conveyed  to  me  by  Daniel  McDermid  and  his  wnfe  Mar-% 
garet  McDermid  by  deed  bearing  date  the  15th  of  July  1847, 
whereon  I  now  live,  with  all  the  appurtenances  thereunto 
belonging,  for  and  during  his  natural  life,  his  heirs  (if  any) 
to  inherit  according  to  the  present  primogeniture  law  of 
Canada.  If  my  said  grandson  should  die  without  heirs  of 
his  body,  then  the  aforemientioned  lands  shall  be  divided 
between  my  beloved  granddaughter  Arrinthea  Chatterson  and 
the  wife  of  Almanzer  Chatterson  if  he  should  be  married/* 

J.  E.  Jones,  for  executor  and  for  applicant.  The  words 
"  according  to  the  present  primogeniture  law  of  Canada,'' 
may  be  rejected  as  having  no  meaning  since  1852.  The  use 
of  the  words  "without  heirs  of  his  body''  excludes  sec.  32  of 
the  Wills  Act,  which  defines  the  words  "die  without  issue," 
because  they  are  apt  words  to  create  an  estate  tail:  Jarrann 
on  Wills,  5th  ed.,  1322 ;  Harris  v.  Davis,  1  Coll.  416.  The 
death  was  in  1876,  and  the  will  was  made  in  1872,  and 
therefore  sec.  32  does  not  apply  in  any  case. 

Falconbridge,  C.J.,  held  that  the  grandson  took  an 
estate  tail. 

Kelly  &  Porter,  Simcoe,  solicitors  for  executor. 

Heyd  &  Livingston,  Brantford,  solicitors  for  A.  R.  Chat- 
terson. 

ITie  other  parties  did  not  appear,  though  duly  notified. 


Falconbridge,  C.J.  March  29th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

NOETHMORE  v.  ABBOTT. 

Will-'Action  to  Set  Aside— Application  for  Prohate— Withdrawal  of 
Caveat — Burden  of  Proof— Want  of  Testamentary  Capacitu — 
Undue  Influence. 

Action  for  a  declaration  that  a  certain  document  dated 
8th  August,  1894,  purporting  to  be  the  last  will  of  Hannah 
E.  Fen  wick,  deceased,  whereby  the  defendant  was  appointed 
executor,  was  not  the  true  will  of  the  deceased.  The  docu- 
ment had  been  admitted  to  probate  and  the  defendant  was 
in  possession  of  the  estate.  The  plaintiff,  who  was  a  sister 
of  the  deceaeed,  alleged  undue  influence  and  want  of  testa- 
mentary capacity. 
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The  action  was  tried  without  a  jury  at  Bangstoii. 
A.  B.  Cimninghamy  Kinggton^  for  plaintiff. 

J.  L.  Whiting,  K.C.,  and  P.  M.  Brown,  Kingston,  for 
defendant. 

Palconbridge,  C.  Jj — ^Defendant  applied  about  8th 
September,  1900,  to  the  Surrogate  Court  for  probate  of  the 
alleged  will  of  Hannah  Fenwick,  whereupon  Barnabas  Daw- 
eon,  a  brother  of  deceased,  and  John  Pope,  husband  of  a 
deceased  sister,  lodged  a  caveat.  Then  an  arrangement  was 
arrived  at  whereby  the  defendant  paid  them  $1,500  as  con- 
sideration for  their  withdrawing  the  caveat  and  agreeing  to 
place  no  barriers  in  the  way  of  the  defendant's  obtaining 
quiet  possession  of  the  estate.  There  were  ten  sets  of  heirs 
or  next  of  kin,  including  Dawson  and  the  children  of  Pope; 
the  estate  was  worth  about  $5,000 ;  so  that  Dawson  and  Pope 
got  each  $250  more  than  Dawson,  or  Pope  as  representing 
his  children,  would  have  received  upon  an  intestacy.  By 
this  selfish  and  suspicious  arrangement  defendant  obtained 
probate  of  the  document  and  possession  of  the  estate;  but 
he  is  not  in  any  better  position  by  reason  of  the  probate 
thus  obtained,  as  regards  onus  of  proof  or  otherwise,  than 
if  he  were  now  originally  propounding  the  will. 

The  evidence  against  the  capacity  of  deceased  to  make 
a  will  on  8th  August,  1894,  rather  preponderated  over  that 
offered  for  the  defence.  But  on  the  facts  and  the  author- 
ities there  is  a  clear  case  of  undue  influence.  The  will  was 
drawn  by  a  magistrate.  .  .  .  There  is  the  significant 
fact  that  he  drew  and  caused  to  be  signed  by  Hannah  Fen- 
wick and  the  defendant  (at  the  same  time  as  the  alleged  will 
was  signed)  an  agreement  bearing  even  date  with  the  alleged 
will,  whereby  deceased,  *'in  consideration  of  her  mainten- 
ance during  her  natural  life  and  other  valuable  considera- 
tions," granted  and  assigned  to  defendant  all  her  money  on 
deposit,  notes,  mortgages,  and  furniture,  being  all  or  prac- 
tically all  her  property.  Such  a  paper  was  never  prepared 
by  any  one  really  acting  in  the  interest  of  deceased,  and  it 
sheds  light  on  the  circumstances  attending  the  execution  of 
the  alleged  will.    ... 

Judgment  declaring  the  alleged  will  to  be  void  and  of  no 
effect,  with  costs. 

A.  B.  Cunningham.,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 
F.  M.  Brown,  solicitor  for  defendant. 
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C.A.-Ghambehs. 

EVANS  V.  EVANS. 

Will — Construction — Leave  to  Appeal, 

Leave  to  appeal  from  order  of  a  Divisional  Court,  ante 
p.  69,  refused. 

Meredith,  J.  April  3rd,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

GODBOLD  V.  GODBOLD. 

Executor— Insolvency — Administration   of   Estate   by   Court—Motion 
for — Undertaking  to  Pay  into  Court— Costs, 

Motion  by  plaintiffs  for  an  order  for  administration  of 
the  estate  of  Sylvanus  Godbold  the  elder,  or,  in  the  alter- 
native, for  a  receiver  of  the  estate,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
defendant  Sylvanus  Godbold  the  younger,  the  sole  executor 
of  the  will  of  the  senior,  was  insolvent  and  not  a  proper 
person  to  be  left  in  sole  control  of  the  estate,  which  was  of 
the  value  of  about  $17,000. 

W.  E.  Raney,  for  plaintiffs. 

E.  F.  B.  Johnston,  K.C.,  and  D.  T.  Smith,  for  defendant 
executor. 

B.  N.  Davis,  for  defendants  Harriman  and  Sarah  J.  God- 
bold. 

Meredith,  J. — Upon  the  executor  undertaking  to  pay 
into  Court,  from  time  to  time,  forthwith  after  receiving 
them,  all  moneys,  proceeds  of  the  estate  in  question,  received 
by  him,  this  motion  is  to  be  dismissed;  costs  of  all  parties, 
as  of  a  simple  motion  to  compel  payment  into  Court  by  the 
executor  of  moneys  of  the  estate  admitted  to  have  come  to 
his  hands,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate  in  question ;  costs  of 
all  parties  other  than  the  plaintiffs,  over  and  above  such  as 
are  to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate,  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiffs 
forthwith  after  taxation.  No  other  order  upon  this  motion; 
but,  if  the  executor  decline  to  give  the  undertaking,  the 
matter  may  be  mentioned  again. 
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McDouGALL,  Co.  J.  December  26th,  1901. 

COUNTY    COURT   OF   YORK. 

RE  MACPHERSON  AND  CITY  OF  TORONTO. 

RE  HAMILTON  AND  CITY  OF  TORONTO. 

Assessment    and    Taxes— Personal    Property — Exemptions — Trustees 
—Non-resident  Beneficiaries — Income  of  Trust  Estate. 

Appeals  by  the  trustees  of  the  Macpherson  and  Hamil- 
ton estates  from  the  decisions  of  the  Court  of  Revision  for 
the  city  of  Toronto  in  respect  of  the  assessments  made  upon 
the  estates  respectively. 

J.  T.  Small,  for  the  trustees  of  the  Macpherson  estate. 

W.  A.  H.  Kerr,  for  the  trustees  of  the  Hamilton  estat€. 

J.  S.  Fullerton,  K.C.,  for  the  city "  corporation. 

McDouGALL,  Co.  J. — In  the  Macpherson  and  Hamilton 
estate  appeals  the  effect  of  the  amendment  made  in  1900  to 
sec.  46  of  the  Assessment  Act  must  be  again  considered. 
The  Macpherson  estate  is  administered  in  Toronto.  The 
will  was  proved  in  this  county,  and  several  of  the  trustees 
r^sic'ehere.  Some  of  the  beneficiaries  reside  in  this  Pro- 
vince, and  others  reside  out  of  the  Province.  The  income 
of  the  estate  is  collected  at  Toronto;  the  annual  accounting 
is  made  by  the  trustees  here,  and  the  various  annual  shares 
of  the  income  payable  to  the  beneficiaries  is  distributed  from 
this  point,  the  shares  of  the  non-residente  being  transmitted 
to  them  out  of  the  Province.  It  is  conceded  that  the  shares 
of  those  resident  in  the  Province  are  liable  to  assessment, 
but  it  is  contended  that  the  shares  of  the  non-residents  are 
not  so  liable.  Section  46  of  the  Assessment  Act  was  a  section 
which,  before  amendment,  contained  a  provision  only  as 
to  the  manner  of  ai^sessment  of  personal  property  vest^jd 
solely  in  third  per8on.s,  trustees,  guardians,  executors,  or 
administrators,  namely,  that  such  property  could  be  assessed 
in  the  name  of  such  third  persons,  trustees,  etc.,  alone^ 
This  provision  obviated  the  necessity  of  the  assessor  ascer- 
taining who  the  costuis  que  trust  were,  and  of  placing  their 
names  on  the  assessment  roll.  The  amendment  directs  that 
the  assessment  shall  be  made  in  the  name  of  such  person, 
trustee,  etc.,  alone,  in  cases  only  where.  If  the  personal  pro- 
perty were  in  possession  of  the  beneficiary,  the  same  would 
be  liable  to  taxation.  The  amendment  does  not  define  any 
new  principles  of  assessment  or  exempt  any  particular  class 
of  personal  property  from  taxation.  It  does  not  qualify  the 
general  direction  contained  in  sec.  7  tliat  "all  property  in 
the  Province  shall  be  liable  to  taxation,'^  nor  does  it  affect 
the  further  direction  contained  in  sec.  38  that  all  personal 
property  within  the  Province  owned  by  non-residents  shall 
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be  assessed  like  the  personal  property  of  residents^  nor  the 
further  provision  in  sec.  38  that  such  personal  property  of  a 
non-xesideni  may  be  assessed  in  the  owner^s  name  as  well  as  in 
the  name  of  the  agent  or  trustee  who  may  have  the  property 
in  his  possession  or  control  or  in  his  hands  on  behalf  of  such 
non-resident  owner.  It  might  happen  that  personal  property 
in  the  hands  of  an  agent  or  trustee  would  in  his  hands  be 
liable  to  assessment  for  the  full  amount,  while  if  assessed 
to  the  owner  the  assessment  value  might  be  largely  reduced 
by  the  application  of  certain  of  the  exemption  clauses  con- 
tained in  sec.  7.  Take,  for  instance,  the  case  of  a  stock  of 
goods  vested  in  and  assessed  to  an  agent;  such  agent  could 
not  claim  the  deduction  from  the  invoiced  value  of  the  said 
goods  of  the  debts  due  in  respect  thereof  by  the  real  owner 
allowed  by  sub-sec.  24  of  sec.  7  in  respect  of  such  goods, 
because  he,  the  agent,  did  not  owe  the  debts;  whereas,  if 
the  goods  were  assessed  in  the  true  owner^s  name,  such 
allowance  would  have  to  be  made.  In  the  case  of  an  income 
received  by  a  trustee  for  and  on  behalf  of  a  beneficiary,  and 
assessed  in  the  trustee^s  name,  such  trustee  could  only  claim 
the  $400  exemption  allowed  by  sub-sec.  26  from  income. 
Take  a  trustee  who  collected  the  income  of  a  large  estate 
amounting  to  say  $4,000  per  anniun,  and  by  the  terms  of 
his  trust  was  to  distribute  it  equally  amongst  ten  beneficiar- 
ies, who  possessed  no  income  from  any  other  source  beyond 
this  distributive  share  of  $400;  the  ten  persons,  the  true 
owners  of  the  income,  would  not  be  liable  to  any  taxation 
whatever  in  respect  of  their  several  shares,  since  the  total 
income  of  each  would  not  exceed  the  $400  exempted.  If 
the  whole  income  is  taxed  in  the  hands  of  a  trustee,  it  is  not 
necessarily  treated  as  income  in  his  hands,  but  might  be 
assessed  as  so  much  personal  property  belonging  to  others 
and  liable  to  taxation  for  the  full  amount  of  $4,000,  or, 
as  I  have  said  before,  should  it  be  treated  as  income,  it 
will  be  liable  to  the  one  exemption  of  $400  only.  I  take 
it,  therefore,  that  the  only  force  to  be  attributed  to  the 
amendment  is  this,  that  'the  personal  property  standing  in 
the  trustee's  hands  is  to  be  considered  as  split  up  into  dis- 
tributive portions  belonging  to  the  several  beneficiaries,  and 
if  such  several  sums,  or  one  or  more  of  them,  would,  if 
assessed  in  the  name  of  the  beneficiary,  not  be  liable  to  tax- 
ation by  reason  of  any  exemption  clause,  then  to  the  extent 
of  such  an  amount  the  same  is  not  to  be  assessed  in  the 
name  of  the  trustee.  I  do  not  think  the  question  of  resi- 
dence or  non-residence  of  the  beneficiary  enters  into  the 
consideration  of  the  matter  at  all. 

Section  38  of  the  Assessment  Act  reals  as  follows: 
"  38.  (1)  All  personal  property  within  the  Province,  the 
owner  of  which  is  not  resident  in  the  Province,  shall  be 
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assessable  like  the  personal  property  of  residents,  and 
whether  the  same  is  or  is  not  in  the  possession  or  control, 
or  in  the  hands,  of  an  agent  or  a  trustee  on  behalf  of  the 
non-resident  owner;  and  all  such  personal  property  of  non- 
residents may  be  assessed  in  the  owner^s  name,  as  well  as  in 
the  name  of  the  agent,  trustee  or  other  person  (if  any)  who 
is  in  the  possession  or  control  thereof. 

''  (2)  The  property  shall  be  assessable  in  the  municipality 
in  which  it  may  happen  to  be. 

"  (3)  This  section  shall  not  apnly  to  dividends  which  are 
payable  to,  or  other  choses  in  action  which  are  owned  by, 
and  stand  in  the  name  of,  a  person  who  does  not  reside  in 
the  Province.     .     .     ." 

It  is  thus  seen  that  the  personal  property  of  a  non-resi- 
dent is  declared  to  be  assessable  like  the  personal  property 
of  a  resident,  whether  the  same  is  or  is  not  in  the  hands  of  an 
a^eiit  or  trustee  on  behali  of  a  non-resident  owner.  I  do 
not  think  the  words  of  the  amendment,  "which  if  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  beneficiary  would  be  liable  to  taxation,"  alter 
the  force  of  sec.  38  as  to  the  incidence  of  taxation.  I  think 
the  fair  meaning  is,  that  personal  property  is  only  exempt 
in  a  case  where,  if  the  same  were  assessed  in  the  name  of  the 
owner,  it  would  not  be  liable  to  taxation.  It  would  require 
much  more  definite  words  of  exemption  to  repeal  the  express 
liability  to  taxation  of  the  personal  property  of  non-resi- 
dent owners  created  by  sec.  38.  What  I  take  to  be  the 
object  of  the  amendment  was  to  remedy  what  appeared  to 
be  an  injustice,  namely,  that  a  non-resident  owner  entitled 
to  a  sum  of  money  by  way  of  income  should  have  that  sum 
taxed  before  it  reached  his  hands,  while,  if  he  had  been 
entitled  to  collect  it  himself,  it  would  not  have  been  taxable 
at  all.  In  his  own  hands  he  would  be  entitled  to  have  an 
account  taken  of  income  and  proper  outgoings,  and,  should 
such  an  account  shew  no  surplus,  there  would  be  no  amount 
liable  to  taxation.  It  never  could  have  been  contemplated 
by  the  Legislature,  in  my  opinion,  to  change  the  whole 
policy  of  the  law  which  made  personal  property  situate  in 
the  Province,  though  owned  by  non-residents,  liable  to  tax- 
ation, by  the  simple  method  of  interposing  a  trustee;  in 
other  words,  that  the  personal  property  of  a  non-resident 
owner  standing  in  his  own  name  or  thai  of  an  agent  should 
be  taxable,  while  the  same  property,  vested  in  a  trustee, 
would  not  be  taxable,  because  the  true  owner  was  a  non- 
.resident.  In  the  latter  case  the  personal  property  would 
be  viewed  as  being  in  the  actual  possession  and  following 
the  person  of  the  owner,  and,  therefore,  as  property  situate 
out  of  the  Province,  while  in  the  former  case  it  would  be 
treated  as  situate  within  the  Province  and  as  not  following 
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the  person  of  the  owner.  The  words,  "and  which  if  in  the 
possession  of  the  beneficiary  or  beneficiaries/'  I  think,  must 
be  taken  to  mean  or  to  be  equivalent  to  the  words,  "as  if 
the  same  were  assessed  in  the  name  of  the  beneficiary  or  ben- 
ficiaries  himself  or  themselves,''  that  is,  the  fact  of  the  same 
being  vested  in  a  trustee  is  to  be  disregarded  in  considering 
its  liability  to  taxation.  If  the  beneficiary  was  a  non- 
resident, the  amount  coming  to  him  would  be  treated  pre- 
cisely in  the  same  manner  as  the  personal  property  of  other 
non-resident  owners  and  liable  to  taxation,  sub  modOy  under 
the  provisions  of  sec.  38.  If  the  eSed  of  the  amendment 
is  as  wide  as  was  contended  for,  then  all  personal  property 
of  non-resident  owners  standing  in  the  name  of  a  trustee 
ceases  at  once  to  be  taxable  because  such  personal  property 
is  to  be  considered  as  attached  to  the  person  of  the  owner 
and  treated  for  assessment  purposes  as  personal  property 
not  situate  in  the  Province.  The  far-reaching  effect  of 
such  an  interpretation  of  the  law  would  be  almost  incalcul- 
able. Millions  of  dollars  of  personal  property  in  the  hands 
of  trustees  on  account  of  non-resident  owners  would  under 
such  a  meaning  become  exempt. 

In  the  Macpherson  estate  appeal,  then,  I  am  of  opinion 
that,  if  the  sums  payable  to  the  non-resident  beneficiaries 
are  in  the  nature  of  income,  it  is  liable  to  the  same  burdens 
and  entitled  to  the  same  exemptions  as  the  income  of  resi- 
dents of  this  Province,  and  the  appeal  will,  therefore,  be 
allowed  to  the  extent  above  indicated. 

The  appeal  in  the  Hamilton  estate  presents  some  dif- 
ferent features  upon  the  facts.  In  that  case  the  principal 
part  of  the  estate  is  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  wnere  the 
testator  lived  and  died.  Two  trustees  reside  in  Ontario 
and  one  in  (.Quebec;  the  accounting  by  the  trustees  is  at 
Quebec,  whence  the  payments  to  the  beneficiaries  are  made. 
The  sum  sought  to  be  assessed  is  the  annual  interest,  some 
$5,000,  upon  investments  in  Toronto,  part  of  such  invest- 
ments having  been  made  by  the  testator  in  his  lifetime  and 
part  of  them  made  from  estate  funds  by  the  trustees  in 
Toronto  since  the  testator's  death.  Two  of  the  beneficiaries 
live  in  Ontario,  and  three  out  of  the  Province,  and  the  in- 
come, as  I  understand  the  statement  of  counsel,  is  ascer- 
tained at  Quebec,  and  the  different  shares  transmitted  to 
the  several  persons  entitled  from  that  point.  For  the  rea- 
sons given  in  the  Macpherson  estate  appeal,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  interest  collected  from  investments  in  Toronto  is 
taxable  in  this  municipality  subject  to  the  exemption  con- 
tained in  the  statute  of  $400  in  respect  of  each  beneficiary. 

The  appeal  will,  therefore,  be  allowed  to  the  extent  above 
indicated. 
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Henderson  &  Small,  Toronto^  and  Blake,  Lash,  &  CaBsels^ 
Toronto,  solicitors  for  the  appellants. 

T.  Caswell,  Toronto,  sdlicitor  for  the  respondents. 

McDouGALL,  Co.  J.  December  26th,  1901. 

COUNTY  COURT  OF  YORK. 

BE  NASMITH  AND  CITY  OF  TORONTO. 

AtMessment  ana  Taxes  —  I*ersonal    Property  —  Vhoses    in   Action^ 
Property  not  already  A$$e88edr-Vouri  of  ICevieion. 

Appeals  by  Mrs.  J.  D.  Nasmith,  Miss  £.  M.  Clark,  and 
Miss  H.  Claii  from  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Revision 
for  the  city  of  Toronto,  placing  their  names  on  the  assess- 
ment roll  in  respect  of  certain  personal  property. 

J.  H.  Macdonald,  K.C.,  for  the  appellants. 

J.  S.  FuUerton,  K.C.,  for  the  city  corporation. 

McDouGALL,  Co.  J. — In  this  case  the  Nasmith  Com- 
pany were  assessed  upon  personally  for  $17,000,  and  ap- 
pealed to  the  Court  of  Revision  on  the  ground  that  the  same 
was  too  high,  contending  that,  if  the  indebtedness  in  respect 
of  such  personalty  were  deducted  pursuant  to  sub-sec. 
24  ot  sec.  7  of  the  Assessment  Act,  the  assessable  amount 
would  be  found  to  be  less  than  $17,000.  When  the  matter 
came  up  before  the  Court  of  Revision  the  appellants  proved 
that  they  were  indebted  to  the  following  persons  in  respect 
of  such  personal  property:  Mrs.  J.  D.  Nasmith,  $2,482; 
Miss  E.  M.  Clark,  $1,336;  and  Miss  H.  Clark,  $1,578: 
and  the  Court  of  Revision  reduced  the  general  assess- 
ment of  the  company  to  $15,000  for  personal  pro- 
perty. Pursuant  to  sub-sec.  15  of  sec.  71  of  the 
Assessment  Act,  four  days^  notice  was  given  to  these  three 
creditors,  and  the  Court  of  Revision  then  placed  their  names 
on  the  assessment  roll  for  the  above  several  sums  as  per- 
sonal property  in  respect  of  which  thev,  the  creditors,  were 
liable  to  be  assessed.  The  three  creditors  appealed,  and  I 
allowed  their  appeal  upon  the  ground  that  the  Court  of  Revi- 
sion had  not  the  power  to  place  them  on  the  roll.  The 
property  in  respect  to  which  the  Court  of  Revision  sought 
to  assess  them,  namely,  choses  in  action,  had  not  been  pre- 
viously assessed  at  all,  and,  although  the  Court  has  the  power 
to  assess  A.  (upon  giving  him  a  four  days'  notice)  for  pro- 
perty which  had  been  improperly  assessed  in  B.'s  name,  yet 
A.  could  only  be  assessed  in  respect  of  some  portion  or  all 
of  the  property  already  assessed  or  purporting  to  be  assessed. 

Now,  the  property  of  these  three  appellants  had  never 
been  in  fact  assessed  at  all.  Had  the  department  known 
they  possessed  personal  property  in  the  shape  of  choses  in 
action  or  debts  due  them,  the  same  could  have  been  pro- 
perly assessed  to  them.     What  had  been  assessed  was  the 


239 

personal  property  of  the  Nasmith  Company.  What  they  did 
assess  in  the  present  case  was  the  property  of  tnird  persons 
not  theretofore  assessed  to  the  Nasmith  Company  at  all. 
•Hie  amounts  of  such  choses  in  action,  belonging  to  the  ap- 
pellants, it  is  true,  as  debts  due  them  by  the  Nasmith  Com- 
pany, under  sub-sec.  24  of  sec.  7,  were  properly  allowed  to 
be  deducted  from  the  value  of  the  personalty  found  on  the 
Nasmith  premises,  but  were  in  no  sense  part  of  that  pro- 
perty. It  will  be  for  the  Leeislature  to  amend  the  Act,  if  it 
sees  fit,  to  allow  property  of  third  persons,  discovered  by 
reason  of  the  investigation  into  the  afiEairs  of  a  ratepayer  who 
appeals  from  his  own  assessment,  to  be  assessed,  upon  such 
terms  as  it  may  impose,  but,  in  my  opinion,  the  statute 
as  it  now  stands  does  not  permit  this  to  be  done.  If  the 
Nasmith  Company  had  some  personal  property  upon  their 
premises  which  belonged  to  a  third  person,  but  the  value 
of  which  was  included  in  the  assessment  of  their  own  per- 
sonal property,  I  have  no  dpubt,  the  true  owner  being  ascer- 
tained, that  he  could,  upon  being  given  the  statutory  notice 
of  four  days,  be  assessed  therefor,  but,  in  my  judgment, 
these  choses  in  action  do  not  come  within  the  present  pro- 
visions of  the  section.  The  appeals  will,  therefore,  be 
allowed. 

Maclaren,  Macdonald,  Shepley,  &  Donald,  Toronto,  solici- 
tors for  the  appellants. 

T.  Caswell,  Toronto,  solicitor  for  the  respondents. 

McDouGALL,  Co.  J.  December  26th,  1901 

COUNTY   COURT  OF  YORK. 

RE  LEADLEY  AND  CITY  OP  TOEONTO. 

Assessment  and  Taxes—Exemptions — Personal  Froperty  Otoned  out 

of  Province— Cash  in  Banks — Trustees. 

An  appeal  b}*  the  trustees  of  the  Ijeadley  estate  from  the 
decision  of  the  Court  of  Revision  for  the  city  of  Toronto 
in  respect  of  an  assessment  of  the  estate. 

J.  W.  St.  John,  for  the  appellants. 

J.  S.  Pullerton,  K.C.,  for  the  city  corporation. 

McDouGALL,  Co.  J. — The  appeal  in  this  case  is  in  refer- 
ence to  certain  personal  property  standing  in  the  names  of 
the  trustees  of  the  Tjeadley  estate,  and  consisting  of  certain 
amounts  of  cash  deposited  in  banks  in  the  city  of  Montreal, 
and  in  the  city  of  Winnipeg.  It  is  claimed  by  the  assess- 
ment department  to  be  liable  to  assessment  in  Toronto, 
when?  the  trustees  reside,  and  whore  the  chief  assets  of  the 
estate  are  situate,  and  where  the  estate  is  being  adminis- 
tered. I  have  ruled  that  the  same  is  exempt  from  taxation 
under  sub-sec.  23  of  sec.  7  of  the  Assessment  Act,  as  being 
personal  property  owned  out  of  the  Province. 
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I  refer  to  the  decision,  and  particularly  to  the  judgment 
of  Burton,  J. A.,  in  Nichol  v.  Douglas,  37  U.  C.  R.  51  . 

The  appeal  is  allowed,  and  assessment  reduced  to  $43,000. 

St.  John  &  Hobs,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  the  appellants. 

T.  Caswell,  Toronto,  solicitor  for  the  respondents. 

Meredith,  J.  April  3rd,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

GRANT  V.  McPHP:K«ON. 

Landlord  and  Tenant— Agreement  for  Lease — Incomplete  Contract — 

Nature  of  Tenancy— Possession. 

An  action  to  recover  possession  of  a  house  in  the  city 
of  Toronto  and  for  mesne  profits,  the  defendant  having 
become  tenant  to  the  plaintiff  under,  a  supposed  agreement 
for  a  lease. 

W.  M.  Douglas,  K.C.,  and  J.  E.  Jones,  for  plaintiff. 

E.  D.  Armour,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

Meredith,  J. — Upon  the  whole  evidence  it  cannot  be 
found  that  there  was  any  agreement  for  a  lease.  The  parties 
were  agreed  upon  most  of  the  terms  of  the  lease,  but,  as  to 
some  essential  terms,  there  was  a  misunderstanding,  and  no 
agreement.  .  .  .  The  defendant,  among  other  defences, 
sets  up  the  agreement  as  he  understood  it,  and  seeks  specific 
perfonnance  of  it.  There  cannot  of  course  be  specific  per- 
formance, the  parties  never  having  been  at  one  upon  some 
of  the  essential  terms  of  it.  But  the  relationship  of  land- 
lord and  tenant,  in  some  form  or  other,  obviously  existed 
between  the  parties:  the  one  question  is,  what  was  the 
nature  and  extent  of  it  ?  And  that  is  purely  a  question  of 
fact.  At  the  end  of  the  second  year  the  plaintiff  became 
entitled  to  possession,  and  he  has  done  nothing  to  waive  that 
right.  ...  I  have  found  no  case  in  point;  those  decided 
under  the  fevtatute  of  Frauds  are  different  at  the  beginning 
in  this,  that  the  statute  expressly  provides  that  the  lease 
shall  operate  &s  a  tenancy  at  will,  tnough  after  payment  of 
rent  in  such  cases  there  seems  to  be  no  substantial  difference 
between  those  cases  and  this.  Lennox  v.  Westney,  17  O. 
R.  478,  differs  from  this  case  in  the  essential  feature  that 
in  that  ca*<4e  no  rent  had  been  paid :  there  was  no  recognition 
of  any  relationship  of  landlord  and  tenant  after  the  incom- 
plete negotiations  for  a  lease.  The  cases  under  the  statute 
are  collected  in  the  note  to  Doe  d.  Regge  v.  Bell,  2  Sm.  L.  C. 
1312,  and  Olavton  v.  Blakev,  ih.  1347.  See  Sourwine  v. 
Truscott,  17  Hun  432;  Fullerton  v.  Dalton,  58  Barb.  236; 
Mayor  of  Thetford  v.  Tyler,  8  Q.  B.  95;  Smith  v.  Widlake, 
3  C.  P.  D.  10. 


241 

Judgment  for  possession  without  costs. 

DuVernet  &  Jones,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  plaintifiE. 

J.  M.  Clark,  Toronto,  solicitor  for  defendant. 

April  7th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

CLEEGUE  V.  McKAY. 

Dist^tkvery— Production  —  Privilege  —  Letters  between  Solicitor  and 
Client— Nature  of,  must  he  Set  Forth  in  AfUdamU 

Decision  of  Street,  J.,  ante  178,  affirmed  by  a  Divisional 
Court  (Boyd,  C,  Ferguson,  J.,  Meredith,  J.) 

W.  M.  Douglas,  K.C.,  for  defendant  Preston,  appellant. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  E.  U.  McPherson,  for 
plaintiff. 

Falconbridge,  CJ".  April  7th,  1902. 

weekly  court. 

STEPHENS  V.  O'CONNOE. 

Liquar  License  Act— Transfer  of  License  to  New  Premises — Notice — 

Report  of  Inspector— Injunction. 

Motion  for  judgment,  heard  at  Ottawa.  The  motion 
was  originally  to  continue  an  interim  injunction  restraining 
the  defendants,  who  are  the  license  commissioners  of  the 
city  of  Ottawa,  from  permitting  the  transfer  of  the  bar 
license  for  the  Globe  Hotel  in  Sparks  street  to  other  premises 
in  the  same  street.  The  motion  was  turned  by  consent  into 
a  motion  for  judgment. 

J.  L.  McDougall,  Ottawa,  for  plaintiff. 

G.  F.  Henderson,  Ottawa,  for  defendants. 

Falconbridge,  C.Jh — The  action  and  motion  were  pro- 
bably unnecessary  or  premature,  inasmuch  as  it  was  not  to 
be  assumed  that  the  board  of  license  commissioners  would 
do  anything  contrary  to  the  law.  But  the  Legislature  has 
not  required  that  public  notice  shall  be  given  of  an  appli- 
cation for  a  transfer  to  premises  within  the  same  sub-divi- 
sion. See  Sinclair's  Liquor  License  Act,  p.  32  tl  The 
board  will,  doubtless,  not  grant,  or  assent  to,  the  transfer 
without  the  report  of  the  inspector  under  sec.  11,  sub-sec. 
(1),  of  E.  S.  0.  ch.  245,  unless  there  are  valid  reasons  under 
sub-sec.  4  for  dispensing  with  the  same.  The  circumstances 
of  the  case  do  not  bring  it  within  the  mischief  dealt  with  in 
East  v.  O'Connor,  2  0.  L.  E.  355.  Injunction  dissolved  and 
action  dismissed  with  costs. 

Latchford,  McDougall,  &  Daly,  Ottawa,  solicitors  for 
plaintiff. 

MacCraken,  Henderson,  &  McDougal,  Ottawa,  solicitors 
for  defendants. 
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Britton,  J.  April  Tth,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

HUFFMAN  V.  HULL. 

Plead ifiQ— statement   of   Claim — Particulars — Mortgage— Sale  unaer 

Power— Conspiracy— Account. 

Application  by  the  defendant  Hull  to  compel  the  plain- 
tiff to  amend  paragraphs  5,  7,  and  8  of  statement  of  claim, 
or  for  particulars. 

The  plaintiff  alleged  that  he  and  defendant  Hull  were 
the  owners  of  certain  land,  subject  to  a  mortgage  to  one 
Harris;  that  by  the  result  of  an  action  between  plaintiff  and 
defendant  Hull,  plaintiff  became  sole  owner,  subject  to  the 
Harris  mortgage. 

(5)  That  under  the  power  of  sale  in  the  Harris  mortgage 
the  land  was  sold,  and  the  defendant  Allen  became  the  pur- 
chaser in  trust  for  plaintiff,  and  Allen  now  holds  the  land 
as  trustee  for  plaintiff. 

(7)  Tne  defendants  contrived  and  conspired  together 
to  defraud  the  plaintiff  and  deprive  him  of  the  value  of  the 
land  over  and  above  the  mortgage  under  which  it  was  sold. 

(8)  That  as  between  plaintiff  and  defendant  Hull,  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  all  the  moneys  which  may  be  found  due 
by  defendant  Allen  in  connection  with  the  lands,  in  priority 
to  defendant  Hull. 

Plaintiff  claimed  an  account. 

The  Master  in  Chambers  refused  the  application  as  re- 
gards paragraphs  6  and  8,  but  ordered  particulars  under 
paragraph  7  to  be  delivered  after  defence  and  after  examin- 
ation of  defendants  for  discovery. 

The  defendant  Hull  appealed. 

H.  E.  Bose,  for  appellant. 

A.  C.  McMaster,  for  plaintiff. 

Britton,  J. — I  think  the  plaintiff  might  well  have 
been  more  full  and  specific  in  his  statement  of  claim,  but 
I  do  not  think  the  defendant  Hull  need  be  at  all  embarrassed 
in  regard  to  his  statement  of  defence.  If  the  plaintiff  has 
any  claim  such  as  indicated,  Hull  can  easily  meet  it  as  a 
matter  of  pleading.  I  do  not  think  I  should  interfere  with 
the  order  made  by  the  Master.  Appeal  dismissed.  Costs  in 
cause. 

Brewster,  Muirhead,  &  Heyd,  Brantford,  solicitors  for 
plaintiff.  $ 

A.  S.  Ball,  Woodstock,  solicitor  for  defendant  Hull. 
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divisional  court. 

RANKIN  V.  STERLING. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser — Specific  Performance— Possession— Waiver-^ 
Improvements— Account  as  to — Title  by  Possessions-Costs, 

Action  for  specific  performance  of  a  contract  dated 
23rd  February,  1901,  for  the  sale  to  plaintiff  for  $380  of  a 
piece  of  land  in  the  village  of  Campbellford;  $75  was  to  be 
paid  down  and  possession  given,  and  the  balance  of  the 
purchase  money  with  interest  was  to  be  paid  on  or  before 
1st  May,  1901,  when  the  conveyance  was  to  be  given.  The 
defendant,  the  vendor,  was  to  furnish  an  abstract,  to  make 
out  a  perfect  title,  and  to  deliver  the  conveyance  at  his  own 
expense.  The  abstract  shewed  a  good  paper  title  from  the 
Crown  to  Richard  VanNorman,  who  became  owner  in  18G2, 
and  had  made  a  mortgage  to  his  vendor,  one  Wilkins,  which 
had  never  been  discharged.  No  title  was  ever  shewn  from 
VanNorman  or  Wilkins  to  the  defendant,  but  his  solicitor 
sent  a  statutory  declaration  shewing  title  by  length  of  pos- 
session, which  plaintiff  alleged  was  incorrect.  He,  how- 
ever, continued  in  possession  and  made  improvements,  and 
on  the  2nd  August,  1901,  commenced  this  action.  It  was 
admitted  at  the  trial  before  MacMahon,  J.,  that  the  only 
objection  to  the  title  was  how  it  passed  from  VanNorman. 
The  trial  Judge  held  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  waived  his 
right  to  have  a  good  title  shewn,  and  directed  a  reference 
as  to  title,  «ind,  in  case  a  good  title  could  not  be  shewn, 
directed  that  the  Master  was  to  ascertain  the  value  of  the 
plaintiff's  improvements  and  what  would  be  a  fair  occupa- 
tion rent,  and  reserved  further  directions  and  costs.  The 
defendant  appealed. 

J.  J.  Warren,  for  defendant. 

6.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  and  W.  L.  Payne,  Colbome,  for 
plaintiff. 
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The  judgment  of  the  Divisional  Court  (Palconbrtdge, 
C.J.,  and  Street,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Street,  J. — By  the  terms  of  the  contract  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  a  perfect  title,  and  the  defendant  continued 
to  assert  down  to  the  trial  that  he  had  a  good  title,  either 
by  paper  title  or  by  possession.  Under  these  circumstances 
the  plaintifiE's  remaining  in  possession  should  not  be  held 
to  be  a  waiver  of  his  right  to  insist  upon  a  good  title  being 
shewn.  Waiver  is  a  question  of  intention,  to  be  determined 
from  the  acts  of  the  party,  and  it  seems  impossible  to  hold 
that  the  purchaser  has  waived  his  right  to  a  good  title  by 
acts  done  at  a  time  when  he  was  insisting  upon  a  good  title 
being  shewn,  and  the  vendor  was  insisting  that  his  right 
was  perfectly  good:  Re  Gloag  and  Miller,  23  Ch.  D.  320. 
The  question  of  waiver  was  the  only  question  upon  the 
pleadings  necessitating  a  trial,  and,  had  it  not  been  raised, 
judgment  might  have  been  obtained  upon  a  motion,  for  the 
only  other  question  raised  upon  the  pleadings  which  could 
be  disposed  of  before  the  question  of  title  had  been  deter- 
mined, was  that  of  title,  and  that  would  have  been  referred 
to  the  Master  upon  motion  on  the  .pleadings.  Having  failed 
upon  the  question  of  waiver,  therefore,  the  defendant  must 
pay  the  costs  of  the  hearing. 

There  should  also  be  a  general  reference  as  to  title  to 
enable  plaintiff  to  make  title  either  from  VanNorman  or  by 
possession,  the  latter  being  a  title  which  a  purchaser  may  be 
compelled  to  take  if  it  can  be  satisfactorily  established: 
Scott  V.  Nixon,  3  Dr.  &  War.  388 :  Gaines  v.  Bonnor,  33  W. 
R.  64;  Dart  V.  &  P.,  6th  ed.,  p.  462. 

An  account  should  not  have  been  directed  as  to  improve- 
ments. There  is  nothing  in  the  pleadings  or  evidence  to 
take  this  case  out  of  the  general  rule  which  restricts  the 
damages  of  a  purchaser  to  the  costs  of  the  investigation  of 
the  title:  Bain  v.  Fothergill,  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  207.  Nor  is 
there  anything  to  bring  it  within  the  doctrine  of  Engel  v. 
Fitch,  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  314,  and  4  Q.  B.  659.  See  also  Williams 
V.  Glenton,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  209,  and  Day  v.  Singleton,  [1899] 
2  Ch.  320,  332-3. 

The  rule  followed  in  the  old  case  of  Miloson  v.  Words- 
worth, 2  Sw.  365,  and  stated  by  Sugden,  14th  ed.,  p. 
347,  is  that  which  still  prevails  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or 
other  special  circumstances.     .     .     . 

The  reference  should  be  as  to  title,  and  when  a  good 
title  was  first  shewn.    The  plaintiff  should  have  costs  of  the 
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trial  in  any  event.    Further  directions  and  subsequent  costs 
reserved.    No  costs  of  appeal. 

TV.  L.  Pajme,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

B.  L.  Qosnell,  Blenheim,  solicitor  for  defendant. 


Meredith,  C.J.  April  10th,  1903. 

CHAMBERS. 

BE  PHILLIPS  V.  HANNA 

DMHon  Court-'Jurisdiction — Splitting  Cause  of  Action— Mortgage 
Interest  post  Diem^Damages— Permissive  Clause  of  Divi- 
sion Courts  Act. 

Motion  by  the  defendant  for  prohibition  to  the  1st  Di- 
vision Court  in  the  united  counties  of  Northumberiand  and 
Durham. 

The  defendant,  in  1884,  made  a  mortgage  to  the  plain- 
tiffs' testator  securing  $1,300  and  interest.  The  principal 
was  to  be  repaid  in  four  instalments  of  $100  each  in  1888- 
1891,  and  the  remaining  $900  in  1892.  The  interest  was 
to  be  paid  annually  on  the  unpaid  principal  till  the  whole 
sum  secured  should  be  paid  in  full. 

The  whole  principal  sum  being  unpaid,  the  plaintiffs 
sued  the  defendant  in  the  Division  Court  for  $81.50,  being 
one  year's  interest  on  the  principal  sum  from  1st  February, 
1900,  to  1st  February,  1901,  and  interest  thereon  from  the 
latter  date. 

B.  McKay,  for  defendant. 

P.  E.  Hodgins,  for  plaintiffs. 

Meredith,  C.J. — The  interest  for  which  the  plaintiffs 
sue,  being  interest  post  diem,  is  not  due  to  them  qua  nterest, 
but  is  recoverable  only  by  way  of  damages,  and  it  was  not 
intended  by  sec;  79,  sub-sec.  2,  of  the  Division  Courts  Act, 
B.  S.  0.  ch.  60  (which  provides  that  "where  a  sum  for 
principal  and  also  a  sum  for  interest  thereon  is  due  and 
payable  to  the  same  person  upon  a  mortgage  ...  he 
may  .  .  .  sue  separately  for  every  sum  so  due^O*  ^o 
qualify  the  provision  (sub-sec.  1)  which  forbids  the  dividing 
of  a  cause  of  action,  except  where  the  sum  claimed  for  in- 
terest is  due  according  to  the  terms  of  the  instrument  sued 
on.  .  .  .  The  plaintiiffs,  if  entitled  to  recover  interest 
from  1st  February,  1900,  were  entitled  to  recover  as  their 
damages  interest  down  to  the  date  of  the  issue  of  the  sum- 
mons, so  that  the  sum  to  which  they  were  entitled,  if  inter- 
est were  allowed  at  6  per  cent.,  would  be  about  $140,  and 
this  sum  is  divided  for  the  purpose  of  suing  in  the  Division 
Court,  and  that  is  forbidden  by  sec.  79. 
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Order  made  for  prohibition  with  costs. 

B.  B.  Loscombe^  Qowmanvilley  solicitor  for  plaintiffs. 

Simpson  &  Blair,  Bowmanyille,  solicitors  for  defendant. 

Meredith,  C.J.  April  10th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

UDA  V.  ALGOMA  CENTBAL  B.  W.  CO. 

Particulars-statement  of  Defence— Material  <m  Application  for — 

Order  after  leeue  Joined. 

Action  by  servant  against  master  for  negligence  causing 
personal  injuries.  The  defendants  alleged  (3)  that  the  injury 
was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  plaintiff,  and  (5)  that  it 
was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  plaintifl^s  fellow-servant. 
The  Master  in  Chambers  ordered  the  defendants  to  give 
particulars  of  these  defences.    The  defendants  appealed. 

W.  E.  Middleton,  for  defendants. 

H.  L.  Dunn,  for  plaintiff. 

Meredith,  C.J. — The  material  was  an  affidavit  of  the 
plaintiff's  solicitor  stating  that  the  particulars  were  required 
for  the  purpose  of  pleading,  there  being  no  affidavit  from 
the  plaintiff  that  the  nature  of  the  defence  intended  to  be 
set  up  was  not  known  to  him.  Having  regard  to  the  nature 
of  the  action  and  these  circumstances,  the  order  should  not 
have  been  made,  and  I  am  unable  to  see  what  good  purpose 
it  can  serve  except  to  add  to  the  costs  of  the  litigation. 
.  .  .  Also,  it  is  manifest  that  the  particulars  were  not 
needed  for  the  purpose  of  pleading,  for  when  the  notice  of 
motion  was  served  the  pleadings  were  closed  and  the  cause 
was  at  issue. 

Appeal  allowed;  costs  to  the  appellants  in  any  event. 

Denton,  Dunn,  &  Boultbee,  Toronto,  solicitors  for 
plaintiff. 

Hamilton,  Elliott,  &  Irving,  Sault  Ste,  Marie,  solicitors 
for  defendants. 


Meredith,  C.J.  April  10th,  1903, 

CHAMBERS. 

PENNINGTON  v.  MOBLEY. 

Mechanics*  Liens— Action  begun  hy  Statement  of  Claim— Service  out 
of  Ontario^Statutes  and  Rules — Powers  of  High  Court  of 
Justice. 

Application  by  defendants  Crosby  and  Nordyke  in  an 
action  to  enforce  a  mechanic's  lien,  which  was  commenced  by 
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filing  a  statement  of  claim  pgyBUMit  to  sec.  SI  of  the  Mechan- 
ics' and  Wage-Earners'  Lien  Act,  B.  S.  0.  eh.  153,  to  set  aside 
as  against  tiiem  the  judgment  pronounced  after  trial  by  the 
Judge  of  the  County  Court  of  Essex,  and  all  proceedings 
subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the  statement  of  claim,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  statement  of  claim  was  improperly  serv^id 
upon  the  applicants  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  and,  even  it 
that  were  permissible,  no  order  allowing  that  mode  of  ser- 
vice was  made.  The  applicants  were  not  British  subjects, 
and  resided  in  the  State  of  Michigan. 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  applicants. 

W.  M.  Douglas,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

• 

Meredith,  C.J. — The  Courts  of  this  Province  have  no 
inherent  jurisdiction  to  allow  service  of  any  proceeding 
to  be  effected  out  of  Ontario;  jurisdiction  for  that  purpose 
must  be  conferred  by  statutory  authority. 

Under  the  English  Judicature  Act  and  Bules  the  provi- 
sions for  allowing  service  out  of  the  jurisdiction  form  a 
complete  code  of  procedure,  and  the  English  Courts  have 
no  jurisdiction  to  allow  service  out  of  England  except  in 
cases  which  come  within  these  provisions,  and  therefore 
the  service  of  a  statement  of  claim  filed  as  the  initial  step 
in  an  action  may  not  be  so  served,  it  not  being  mentioned  as 
one  of  the  proceedings  which  the  Court  may  allow  to 
be  served  out  of  its  jurisdiction  (In  re  Busfield,  32  Ch.  D. 
123);  and  there  are  numerousi  cases  in  England  to  the  same 
effect.  See  also  Re  Confederation  Life  Association  and 
Cordingly,  19  P.  R.  16,  89. 

It  follows  that,  unless  our  Judicature  Act  and  Bules 
differ  from  those  of  England,  there  is  no  authority  in  the 
Courts  of  this  Province  to  allow  service  out  of  Ontario  of 
a  statement  of  claim  filed  as  the  initial  step  in  an  action. 

It  was  argued  that  Con.  Bule  3  has  the  effect  of  making 
the  provisions  of  the  Bules  as  to  service  of  the  writ  of  sum- 
mons applicable  to  service  of  any  proceeding  by  which  an 
action  is  commenced.  That  Bule,  however,  is  limited  to 
matters  of  practice;  the  matter  in  question  here  is  not  one 
of  practice,  but  of  jurisdiction :  Attorney-General  v.  Sillem, 
11  H.  L.  Cas.  703;  In  re  Anglo- African  S.  S.  Co.,  32  Ch.  D. 
348. 

[History  and  review  of  the  Ontario  legislation  respecting 
service  out  of  the  jurisdiction.] 

Service  out  of  Ontario  is  dealt  with  by  the  existing  Bule^ 
162-167.  They  do  not  extend,  in  terms  at  all  events,  to  ser- 
vice of  a  statement  of  claim  such  as  that  in  question,  al- 
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though  the  Rules  which  were  replaced  by  them  made  pro- 
▼ision  for  allowing  service,  not  only  of  a  writ  of  summons 
and  notice  of  a  writ,  but  also  of  any  other  document  by 
which  a  matter  or  proceeding  is  commenced. 

The  Ontario  Judicature  Act,  1881,  gave  to  the  High 
Court  of  Justice  the  jurisdiction  which  at  the  commencement 
of  that  Act  was  vested  in  or  capable  of  being  exercised  by, 
among  other  Courts,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  the  Court 
of  Chancery,  and  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  (sec.  9),  and 
therefore  the  jurisdiction  to  allow  service  out  of  Ontario 
conferred  by  R.  S.  0.  1877  ch.  40,  sees.  93,  84,  and  ch.  50, 
sees.  49,  60,  was  vested  in  the  High  Court. 

I  was  at  one  time  inclined  to  think  that  the  effect  of 
this  was  to  make  the  English  cases  inapplicable  here,  but 
the  reasoning  which  led  to  the  decision  in  In  re  Busfield  is 
opposed  to  that  view;  and  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that 
our  Judicature  Act  and  Consolidated  Rules  form  a  complete 
code  on  the  subject  of  service  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  and 
that  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  allow  service  of  the 
statement  of  claim  to  be  effected  upon  the  applicants  out 
of  Ontario. 

Even  ii  I  had  been  of  a  different  opinion,  an  order  for 
service  out  of  Ontario  not  having  been  obtained,  I  should 
have  held  that  the  service  which  was  effected  was  nugatory, 
and  that  the  Judge  had  no  power  to  allow  service  nunc  pro 
tunc,  as  he  assumed  to  do. 

It  is  a  defect  in  the  law  that  no  provision  is  made  for 
service  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  initial  proceeding  in 
an  action  unless  that  proceeding  is  a  writ  of  summons  or  a 
notice  in  lieu  of  a  writ  of  summons. 

Application  granted  with  costs  here  and  below. 

Clarke,  Cowan,  Bartlet,  &  Bartlet,  Windsor,  solicitors 
for  applicants. 

Fleming,  Wigle,  &  Rodd,  Windsor,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 


Robertson,  J.  April  10th,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

RE  REX  V.  MEEHAN. 

Mandamus^Police   Magistrate— JuritdictUm— Information— Criminal 
Offence— Munictpal  Election^Voting  more  than  once. 

Motion   by   the   prosecutor,    A.    D.    Turner,    to    make 
absolute  a  rule  calling  on  the  police  magistrate  for  the  city 
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of  St.  Thomas  and  the  defendant  to  shew  cause  why  the 
magistrate  should  not  be  directed  to  receive  the  oath  of  Tur- 
ner to  an  information  preferred  against  the  defendant.  The 
rule  was  granted  xmder  B.  S.  0.  ch.  88,  sec.  6.  The  informa- 
tion sought  to  be  laid  against  the  defendant  was  for  that  he 
did,  on  the  6th  January  last,  at  St.  Thomas^  after  having 
voted  once  and  not  being  entitled  to  vote  again  at  the  elec- 
tion for  aldermen,  wilfully  and  corruptly  apply  for  a  ballot 
paper,  in  his  own  name,  and  did  wilfully  and  corruptly  vote 
three  times  for  aldermen,  and  did  thereby  commit  an  inter- 
ference with  an  election.  The  magistrate  held  (see  1  0.  W. 
K.  136)  that  he  had  no  jurisdiction  to  hear  the  case  and  dis- 
pose of  it  summarily,  or  to  hold  a  preliminary  investigation 
and  determine  whether  the  accused  should  .be  committed  for 
trial  if  the  evidence  warranted  him  in  so  doing. 

By  1  Edw.  VII.  ch.  26,  sec.  9  (0.),  it  is  provided  that  in 
towns  and  cities  where  aldermen  are  elected  by  general  vote, 
every  elector  shall  be  limited  to  one  vote.     Section  193  of 
the  Municipal  Act  declare^  (f)  that  no  person  shall,  having 
voted  once,  and  not  being  entitled  to  vote  again,  apply  for  a 
ballot  paper  in  his  own  name;  and  by  sub-sec.  3,  a  person 
guilty  of  any  violation  of  this  section  shall  be  liable  to  impris- 
onment for  a  term  not  exceeding  6  months.     By  sec.  138  of 
the  Criminal  Code,  every  one  is  guilty  of  an  indictable  offence, 
and  liable  to  one  year's  imprisonment,  who,  without  lawful 
excuse,  disobeys  any  Act  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada, 
or  of  any  Legislature  in  Canada,  by  wilfully  doing  any  act  • 
which  it  forbids,  unless  some  penalty  or  other  mode  of  pun- 
ishment is  expressly  provided  by  law. 

J.  M.  McEvoy,  London,  for  the  applicant. 

E.  E.  A.  DuVemet,  for  the  magistrate  and  the  defend- 
ant. 

BoBERTSON,  J. — As  the  section  of  the  Act  of  1  -Edw. 
^  VII.  referred  to  does  not  contain  a  particular  mode  of 
enforcing  the  prohibition,  and  the  offence  is  new,  the 
only  remedy  is  by  indictment,  as  provided  by  sec.  138  of  the 
Code.  Therefore,  the  magistrate  had  jurisdiction  to  take 
the  information  in  question  and  to  issue  a  summons  to  tho 
defendant  to  hear  and  answer  the  charge,  and  to  hear  the 
case  and  determine  whether  the  defendant  should  be  com- 
mitted for  trial,  and  moreover  he  was  bound  to  do  so.  And, 
as  the  magistrate  had  not  exercised  any  discretion,  but  had 
simply  declined  jurisdiction,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Court 
to  order  him  to  exercise  his  jurisdiction. 
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Rule  absolute.  Coets  of  applicant  to  be  paid  by  de- 
fendant. 

McEvoy,  Pope,  &  Perrin,  London,  solicitors  for  the  ap- 
plicant. 

DuVemet  &  Jones,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  the  respond- 
ents. 


Meredith,  C.J.  April  11th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

PUTERBAUGH  v.  GOLD  MEDAL  CO. 
Libel^Proof  of  Publication— Letter  Dictated— Privilege. 

Action  for  libel  tried  at  the  Toronto  Winter  Assizes. 
The  jury  disagreed,  and  the  defendants  moved  for  judgment 
in  their  favour  upon  the  grounds:  (1)  that  publication  of 
the  alleged  libel  was  not  proved;  and  (2)  that  if  there  had 
been  publication,  the  occasion  was  privileged.  The  alleged 
libel  was  a  letter  written  in  the  name  of  the  defendant  com- 
pany by  the  defendant  Abra,  the  company's  manager,  lo 
the  plaintiflE.  The  letter  was  dictated  by  Abra  to  the  steno- 
grapher of  the  company,  who  typed  it  and  copied  it  in  tha 
company's  letter  book. 

E.  E.  A.  DuVernet,  for  plaintiflf. 

P.  C.  Cooke,  for  defendants. 

Meredith,  C.J. — I  am  bound  by  Pullman  v.  Hill,  [1891] 
1  Q.  B.  524,  to  hold  that  there  was  evidence  of  publication 
and  that  the  occasion  of  the  publication  to  the  stenographer 
was  not  privileged.  I  should  have  preferred,  had  I  been 
at  liberty  to  do  so,  to  hold  otherwise,  and  to  apply  the  prin- 
ciple of  Lawless  v.  Anglo-Egyptian  Cotton  and  Oil  Co.,  L. 
R.  4  Q.  B.  2^2,  and  Harper  v.  Hamilton  Retail  Grocers' 
Association,  3^  0.  R.  295,  but,  in  the  circumstances  of  this 
case,  according  to  the  decision  in  the  Pullman  case,  that 
prii^ciple  is  inapplicable.  See  7  Law  Quarterly  Review 
(1891),  pp.  101-2. 

Motion  refused. 

DuVernet  &  Jones,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Pinkerton  &  Cooke,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


April  10th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

REX  V.  GODSON. 

Criminal  Law— Incest  —  Evidence  —  Contents  of  Destroyed  Letters  — 
Inference  from  Non-menstruation  —  Misdirectionr— Substantial 
Miscarriage— New  Trial, 

Case  reserved  by  the  Chairman  of  the  General  Sessions 
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of  the  Peace  for  the  County  of  York.  The  prisoner  was 
indicted  upon  a  charge  of  incest  with  his  daughter  on  the 
Slst  January^  1900.  At  the  trial  the  evidence  of  one 
Bogers,  who  arrested  the  prisoner  at  Begina,  was  admitted 
as  to  the  contents  of  certain  letters  written  by  the  prisoner 
to  his  daughter  and  his  sister,  respectively,  and  letters  re- 
ceived by  him  from  them.  The  prisoner  admitted  send- 
ing and  receiving  certain  letters,  which  he  said  had  been 
destroyed.  The  evidence  was  objected  to.  Evidence  as  to 
the  contents  of  the  letters  was  also  given  by  the  daughter, 
and  was  objected  to.  In  his  charge  to  the  jury  the  Judge 
said:  *' There  is  a  circumstance  which  I  will  just  simply 
mention  in  conclusion,  that  if  the  aunt  and  the  girl  told 
the  truth,  she  was  not  with  child  on  the  16th  January,  be- 
cause she  had  her  usual  monthly  courses  at  that  period, 
five  days  before  the  date  when  this  said  alleged  offence 
was  committed.''  And  upon  objection  by  the  prisoner's  coun- 
sel to  these  remarks,  the  Judge  added:  '^  I  do  not  say  it  was 
conclusive  testimony,  I  only  say  it  was  fairly  conclusive 
testimony,  that  on  the  16th  January  she  was  not  impreg- 
nated." "As  to  the  fact  of  menstruation  after  impregna- 
tion there  has  been  no  evidepce  offered  on  either  side  be- 
yond the  bare  fact  that  on  the  16th  January  the  girl  had 
her  usual  monthly  periods.  It  is  common  knowledge,  to 
this  extent,  that  these  periods  occur  at  regular  intervals, 
and  that  they  cease  after  impregnation.  It  is  unfortunate, 
perhaps,  that  some  of  the  medical  men  were  not  asked  along 
that  line,  but  certainly  there  is  no  evidence  to  shew  it  is  at 
all  a  frequent  or  common  occurrence,  that  a  woman  will 
have  her  menstruation  after  she  has  been  impregnated." 

The  prisoner  was  convicted,  and  the  following  questions 
were  reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court: — 1.  Was 
the  evidence  of  Rogers  and  the  daughter  as  to  the  contents 
of  letters  written  by  her  to  her  father  properly  admitted? 
2.  Was  the  Judge  right  in  charging  the  jury  with  reference 
to  the  inference  that  might  fairly  be  drawn  from  the  fact 
that  the  girl  had  not  menstruated  after  the  16th  January, 
1900?  3.  If,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  the 
Judge  was  wrong  in  either  of  his  rulings,  as  a  matter  of 
law  has  there  been  a  mistrial  ? 

C.  C.  Robinson,  for  the  prisoner. 
Prank  Ford,  for  the  Crown. 

OsLER,  J.A. — ^The  first  question  must  be  answered  in 
the  affirmative  and  the  second  in  the  negative.     There  was 
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misdirection  in  telling  the  jury  that  the  fact  of  menstrua- 
tion after  the  16th  January  was  fairly  conclusive  testimony 
that  the  girl  was  not  then  impregnated.  Menstruation  after 
impregnation  may  perhaps  be  assumed  to  be  an  unusual 
occurrence;  although  in  the  absence  of  medical  evidence  it 
is  hardly  right  for  the  Court  to  go  that  far.  In  Taylor  on 
Medical  Jurisprudence,  ed.  of  1897,  p.  511,  it  is  said  to  hap- 
pen, and  caution  is  advised  against  forming  an  opinion. 
Such  a  direction  to  the  jury  was  calculated  to  impress  the 
jury  very  strongly  in  favour  of  the  truth  of  the  girl's  story 
as  to  the  date  upon  which,  from  the  fact  that  the  Chair- 
man has  reserved  the  case,  we  must  infer  that  a  good  deal 
may  have  turned,  having  regard  to  her  other  evidence,  which 
has  not  been  stated  to  or  brought  before  this  Court.  There 
may  have  been  corroboration  of  the  girl's  evidence,  but  it 
is  not  before  the  Court,  and  on  this  important  incident  the 
jury  were  practically  told  to  find  against  the  prisoner,  and, 
that  being  so,  there  has  been  a  substantial  wrong  or  mis- 
carriage at  the  trial  within  the  cases  under  sec.  746  (f)  of 
the  Cnminal  Code  or  analogous  provisions:  Bray  v.  Ford, 
[1896]  A.  C.  44;  Attorney-General  v.  Makins,  [li894]  A.  C. 
67,  69.  The  offence  in  question  was  not  one  at  common 
law,  and  was  only  cognizable  in  Ecclesiastical  Courts. 

Armour,  C.J.O.,  Maclennan  and  Moss,  JJ.A.,  con- 
curred. 

New  trial  directed  under  sec.  746  (B)  of  the  Code. 


April  11th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

FOWLIE  V.  OCEAN  ACCIDENT  AND  GUABANTEE  CO. 

Accident  Insurance—  '*AccidentaV*  Deathn-Onus  of  Proof— Finding 
of  Jury— Notice  and  Particulars  of  Deathr^What  SufHoient— 
Waiver— R,  8,  0.  ch.  20S,  sec,  152. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  Boyd,  C,  en- 
tered for  plaintiff  upon  verdict  of  a  jury.  The  action  was 
to  recover  upon  an  accident  policy  insuring  against  ''acci- 
dental bodily  injury  caused  by  violent  external  and  visible 
means.''  The  contract  was  qualified  by  B.  S.  0.  ch.  203,  sec. 
152.  The  deceased  was  las^t  seen  alive  at  Gravenhurst  on 
3rd  June,  1898,  after  getting  off  a  north  bound  train.  He 
was  next  seen  lying  on  the  railway  track  at  Severn  Bridge, 
8    miles    south    of    Gravenhurst,    about   4    the    following 
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momingy  by  the  engine-driver  of  the  south  bound  train,  who 
loudly  Bounded  the  whistle,  but  the  train  men  saw  no  sign 
of  life,  and  the  body  was  run  over  and  so  mangled  as  to 
make  it  impossible  to  tell  whether  he  was  alive  or  dead 
when  struck.  On  the  6th  June,  1898,  his  son  informed  de- 
fendants' agent  at  Orillia,  and  he  wrote  to  the  manager  at 
the  head  office  for  Canada  in  Montreal,  informing  him  of 
the  death  and  stating  that  the  assured  "  seems  to  have  been 
walking  on  the  track  to  or  from  the  station  when  he  was 
overtaken  by  a  train,''  and  the  letter  asked  for  claim  papers. 
The  manager  in  reply  forwarded  the  usual  papers,  which 
were  completed  and  returned  at  once. 

H.  Cassels  and  R.  S.  Cassels,  for  the  appellants. 

G.  Lynch-Staunton,  K.C.,  and  L.  F.  Stephens,  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Armour,  CJ.O. — The  letter  of  the  agent  and  the  fatal 
death  claim  forms  furnished  constitute  sufficient  notice 
and  particulars  to  satisfy  the  condition  in  the  policy  that 
notice  and  full  particulars  of  the  accident  must  be  given 
within  21  days  to  the  corporation:  Brawstein  v,  Accidental, 
1 B.  &  S.  706.  In  December,  1898,  the  manager  wrote  plain- 
tiff that,  under  the  circumstances  attending  the  death,  the 
defendants  did  not  consider  themselves  liable  owing  to 
clause  B2  of  the  policy.  .  .  This  amounted  to  a  waiver 
of  fuller  particulars  or  proofs:  Boyd  v.  Cedar  Rapids  Inj. 
Co.,  70  Iowa  325;  Morrow  v.  Lancashire,  29  0.  R.  377,  26 
A.  R.  173;  McCormack  v.  Royal  Ins.  Co.,  163  Penn.  St.  184. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  the  death  of  deceased  was  from 
bodily  injury  caused  by  violent  external  and  visible  means, 
but  the  question  was  whether  it  was  accidental,  and  of  this 
the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  satisfy  the  jury.  "  Accidental " 
is  defined  by  R.  S.  0.  ch.  203,  sec.  152.  Three  causes  of 
death  were  suggested  by  the  evidence :  (1)  death  at  the  hands 
of  another;  (2)  death  by  his  own  hands;  (3)  death  by  a  loco- 
motive engine,  through  voluntary  or  negligent  exposure  to 
unnecessary  danger.  There  was  evidence  in  support  of  each 
of  these  causes  which  must  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury: 
Trew  V.  Railway  Passengers'  Assce.  Co.,  5  H.  &  N.  211,  6 
H.  &  N.  839;  Fidelity  Co.  v.  Wein,  182  111.  496;  Anthony 
V.  Mercantile,  162  Mass.  354.  The  charge  at  the  trial  called 
attention  to  all  the  facts,  and  has  not  been  questioned. 
The  jury  found  that  there  was  "no  evidence  to  satisfy  us 
that  this  man  cam<e  to  his  death  by  his  own  hand,  but  that 
he  came  to  his  death  through  external  injuries  unknown 
to  us."    This  is  not  a  finding  that  death  was  "  accidental " 
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within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and  that  was  necessary 
to  make  defendants  liable  under  the  contract.  Assuming  the 
finding  negatives  suicide,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  death 
was  "  accidental/'  and  the  finding  is  too  vague  to  be  con- 
strued as  a  finding  of  "  accidental  *'  death  within  the  stat- 
ute^ and  there  must  therefore  be  a  new  trials  but  it  must 
be  confined  to  that  questicm.  Costs  of  appeal  and  former 
trial  to  abide  the  event. 

Maclennan  and  Moss^  JJ.A.,  concurred. 

Lees,  Hobson,  &  Stephens,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  plain- 
tiff. 

Cassels,  Cassels,  &  Brock^  Toronto,  solicitors  for  defend- 
ants. 


April  10th,  1902. 

C.  A. 

FRANKEL  v.  GRAISTD  TRUNK  R.  W.  CO. 

RailtDays  —  Carriage  of  Oooda—Claim  for  Non-deliverp—Place  of 
Delivery  —  Consignees  —  Refusal  to  Accept  —  Termination  of 
Transitus^Position  of  Carriers — Bailees—Duty  to  have  Goods 
Ready  for  Delivery— Damages  for  Breach, 

Action  for  breach  of  contract  to  carry  and  deliver  five  car 
loads  of  scrap  iron  which  the  plaintiffs  had  sold  to  a  rolling 
mill  company.  The  contract  of  sale  provided  for  delivery 
at  the  purchasers'  mill  at  Sunnyside,  Toronto,  and  in  the 
shipping  bills  the  property  was  addressed  to  the  plaintiffs 
or  the  mill  company,  Sunnyside.  The  mill  was  situate  near 
the  defendants'  main  track.  There  was  no  station  there, 
but  there  was  a  siding  leading  off  the  track  into  the  mill. 
The  station  nearest  to  the  mill  was  Swansea,  and  the  cars 
containing  the  scrap  iron  arrived  there,  and  notice  of  their 
arrival  was  sent  to  the  plaintiffs  and  to  the  mill  company. 
The  station  agent  had  previously  been  instructed  by  the 
plaintiffs  to  deliver  all  cars  addressed  to  the  plaintiffs  at 
Swansea  or  Sunnyside,  to  the  mill  company.  The  mill  com- 
pany, after  inspection  of  the  goods  at  Swansea,  refused  to 
accept  them.  The  cars  were  not  sent  on  to  Sunnyside,  but 
remained  at  Swansea,  and,  being  in  the  way  of  the  traffic, 
had  been,  before  the  refusal  to  accept,  run  up  a  side-line 
and  left  in  a  cutting.  This  was  early  in  February,  and  while 
the  cars  were  in  the  cutting  the  wheels  became  covered  with 
clay  by  reason  of  a  thaw,  and  then  were  frozen  fast,  and  the 
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can  were  not  got  out  until  the  end  of  April.  The  trial 
Judge  found  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs^  and  assessed  the 
damages  at  $1,000.    The  defendants  appealed. 

Wallace  Nesbitt,  K.C.,  and  H.  E.  Eose,  for  appellants. 

6.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  and  J.  Baird,  for  plaintiffs. 

The  Ooukt  held,  Osler,  J.A.,  dissenting,  that  the  mill 
company  were  the  consignees  of  the  scrap  iron,  and  had  a 
right  to  put  an  end  to  the  transitus  at  Swansea  by  refusing 
to  receive  it,  and  there  was  no  necessity  for  the  defendants 
to  tender  the  goods  at  Sunnyside. 

Held,  however,  Maclennan,  J.A.,  dissenting,  that  the 
defendants  were  liable  to  the  plaintiffs  in  damages  for  not 
keeping  the  cars,  after  the  refusal,  in  such  a  position  that 
the  plaintiffs  could  unload  them  and  remove  their  property. 

[The  appeal  was  heard  by  Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Mac- 
lennan, Moss,  and  Lister,  JJ.A.  Lister,  J.A.,  died  while 
the  case  was  under  consideration.  A  majority  of  the  re- 
maining members  of  the  Court  agreed  upon  a  judgment  vary- 
ing that  of  the  trial  Judge  by  limiting  the  plaintiffs'  recovery 
to  damages  suffered  by  reason  of  the  delay  up  to  the  time 
that  the  defendants  had  placed  the  cars  in  such  a  position 
that  the  plaintiffs  could  take  their  goods.] 

Lobt]|g{k  Baird,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  plaintiffs. 

John  Bell,  Belleville,  solicitor  for  defendants. 


April  10th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

CANADIAN  PACIFIC  E.  W.  CO.  v.  CITY  OF  TORONTO. 

Municipal  Corporatism  —  By-law  —  Vehicles  Standing  on  Highway 
—Agreement  with  Railway  Companies— Contravention  of — In- 
junction—Quashing By-law  not  in  Public  Interest, 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  Street,  J.,  con- 
solidating an  action  for  an  injunction  with  a  summary  appli- 
cation to  quash  a  by-law  of  defendants,  and  granting  the 
injunction  and  the  motion.  The  plaintiffs  were  the  Can- 
adian Pacific  and  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Companies  and  one 
Leonard,  a  ratepayer  of  the  city. 

By  the  Municipal  Act,  R.  S.  0.  ch.  223,  sec.  559,  sub- 
sec.  (3),  councils  of  cities,  towns,  and  villages  are  empowered 
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to  pass  by-laws  ''for  authorizing  and  for  assigning  stands 
for  vehicles  kept  for  hire  on  the  public  streets  and  places/' 

The  defendants'  council  passed  a  by-law,  by  the  first  sec- 
tion of  which  it  was  enacted  that  no  cab,  cart,  express  wag- 
gon, or  other  vehicle  kept  for  hire,  should'  stand  upon  or  in 
any  street  while  waiting  for  hire  or  engagement  or  while 
unengaged  upon  and  in  the  streets  and  subject  to  the  regula- 
tions thereafter  mentioned;  and  by  sec.  2,  "the  stands  for 
cabs,  carriages,  and  other  vehicles  kept  for  hire  for  the  car- 
riage of  persons  shall  be  as  follows" — ^proceeding  then  to 
define  and  set  forth  the  several  streets  and  places  therein  or 
parts  thereof  on  which  such  stands  should  be. 

While  this  by-law  was  in  force  an  agreement  was  entered 
into  between  the  Canadian  Pacific  and  Grand  Trunk  Rail- 
way Companies  and  the  defendants,  one  clause  of  which  was 
as  follows : — "  The  Grand  Trunk  will  dedicate  to  the  public 
a  street  not  less  than  66  feet  wide,  extending  along  the  north 
side  of  the  Union  Station  block  from  Simcoe  street  to  York 
street.  The  city  agrees  that,  at  the  request  of  the  Grand 
Trunk  and  the  Canadian  Pacific,  a  part  of  the  said  street 
shall  be  dedicated  for  cabs  or  express  waggons,  but  this  shall 
not  be  done  except  on  such  request.*' 

This  agreement  was  expressly  authorized  by  55  Vict.  ch. 
90  (0.),  and  was  executed  in  pursuance  of  such  Mithority, 
and  Station  street,  as  laid  out,  represented  the  street  which 
the  plaintiflfs  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway  Company  covenanted 
to  dedicate,  and  which  they  conveyed  to  the  defendants  for 
that  purpose. 

The  defendants,  without  the  request  of  the  plaintiffs, 
passed  a  by-law,  3757,  "  to  authorize  cabs,  carriages,  and  ex- 
press waggons  to  stand  on  Station  street;"  and  this  was  the 
by-law  in  question  in  the  action  and  motion.  It  wasi  passed 
upon  the  request  of  the  cab-ovmers  in  the  city,  and  upon  a 
bond  being  given  to  indemnify  the  city  against  any 
action,  etc.  ' 

E.  E.  A.  DuVemet,  for  appellants. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  Shirley  Denison,  for  plain- 
tiffs. 

Armour,  C.J.O. — There  was  without  doubt  jurisdiction 
in  the  Court  to  enforce  the  performance  by  the  city  of  its 
agreement,  and  to  enjoin  it  against  committing  any  breach 
of  it.  And  there  was  also  jurisdiction  in  the  Court  to  set 
aside  the  by-law  passed  in  breach  of  the  agreement,  irrespec- 
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tive  altogether  of  the  provisions  of  the  Municipal  Act  in 
relation  to  the  quashing  of  by-laws,  just  as  the  Court  has 
jurisdiction  to  enforce  the  perfonnance  by  an  individual  of 
his  agreement,  to  enjoin  his  committing  a  breach  of  U, 
and  to  set  aside  whatever  he  may  have  done  in  breach  of  it. 
This  jurisdiction  was  properly  exercised  by  the  judgment 
appealed  from.  The  Act  55  Vict.  ch.  90,  by  the  express  pro- 
vision of  sec.  39  of  the  Interpretation  Act,  is  to  be  deemed 
a  public  Act,  but  whether  by-law  3757,  passed  in  breach  of 
the  agreement  made  valid  and  binding  by  it,  can  be  said  to 
be  illegal  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  378  of  the  Municipal 
Act  so  as  to  admit  of  its  being  quashed  under  the  provisions 
of  that  section,  at  the  instance  of  any  resident  of  the  city, 
or  any  other  person  interested  in  it,  merely  because  it  was 
passed  in  breach  of  the  agreement,  is  a  more  difficult  ques- 
tion; but  it  is  unnecessary  to  determine  this,  for  the  by-law 
was  clearly  illegal,  under  the  authorities,  having  been  passed 
not  in  the  interest  of  the  general  public,  but  in  the  interest 
of  a  particular  class.  There  is  nothing  in  the  agreement 
interfering  with  the  dedication  of  this  street  to  the  public  or 
preventing  the  user  of  it  as  a  common  and  public  highway, 
and  the  drivers  of  cabs  and  express  waggons,  as  well  as  the 
general  public,  are  entitled  to  use  it  as  such,  but  they,  as 
well  as  the  general  public,  must  use  it  as  such  common  and 
public  highway  in  a  lawful  manner:  Bex  v.  Cross,  3  Camp. 
225 ;  Rex  v.  Jones,  ib.  229 ;  Rex  v.  Russell,  6  East  427 ;  At- 
torney-General V.  Brighton,  [1900]  1  Ch.  276. 

The  appeal  must  be  disonissed  with  costs. 

OsLER,  J.A. — The  true  construction  of  the  agreement,  in 
my  opinion,  is,  that  no  part  of  Station  street  shall  be  set 
aside  as  a  stand  for  cabs,  etc.,  except  upon  the  request  of  the 
railway  companies.  The  defendants  ask  us  to  read  it  as  if  it 
left  them  free  to  pass  a  by-law  under  the  general  section  of 
the  Municipal  Act,  designating  the  whole  street  as  a  stand 
for  cabs,  but  restraining  them  from  limiting  a  part  only  of 
it  >for  that  purpose  except  upon  request.  This  may  be 
thought  an  ingenious  way  of  construing  the  agreement,  but 
it  is,  I  think,  an  unsound  and  illusory  one,  and  quite  inad- 
missible. It  would  defeat,  if  it  were  adopted,  the  very  plain 
object  and  intent  of  the  agreement.  The  action  was,  there- 
fore, well  brought  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  com- 
mitting a  breach  of  the  agreement  under  which  the  street 
had  been  dedicated  to  the  public,  and  conveyed  to  them. 
The  terms  of  the  agreement  being  authorized  by  special  Act, 
the  defendants'  powers  under  the  provisions  of  the  general 
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Act  are  limited^  and  can  be  exercised  only  svb  mode,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  authority  derived  under  the  former. 

As  regards  the  motion  to  quash  the  by-law;  it  succeeds 
on  the  very  plain  principle  that  the  defendants  have  at- 
tempted to  exercise  their  powers  not  bona  fide  in  the  interest 
of  the  public  generally — their  only  right  to  act  under  sec. 
659 — ^but  at  the  request  and  in  the  private  interests  of  a  few 
members  of  the  public,  and  upon  being  indemnified  by  them 
against  doing  an  act  the  impropriety  of  which,  as  being  con- 
trary to  their  agreement,  the  council  appear  to  have  been 
fully  alive  to :  In  re  Morton  and  City  of  St.  Thomas,  6  A.  B. 
323;  In  re  Peck  and  Town  of  Gait,  46  U.  C.  R.  211. 

On  every  ground,  I  think  the  appeal  fails  and  should  be 
dismissed. 

Maclennan,  J.A. — If  restricted  from  designating  a  part 
of  the  street  as  a  stand,  the  defendants  must  necessarily  be 
restricted  as  to  every  part,  and  therefore  as  to  the  whole. 
Nor  do  I  think  any  of  the  other  arguments  urged  by  the 
appellants  are  entitled  to  prevail.  The  case  is  simply  one  of 
contract,  and  whatever  question  there  might  be  of  the  power 
of  the  city  to  enter  into  it,  is  set  at  rest  by  the  Act  of  the 
Legislature.  The  by-law  is  a  distinct  violation  of  the  agree- 
ment^ for  which  an  action  is  a  proper  mode  of  seeking 
redress,  and,  in  my  opinion,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  is 
clear  to  declare  the  by-law  illegal,  and  to  restrain  further 
violation  by  injunction.  The  only  way  in  which  the  defend- 
ants could  violate  the  agreement  was  by  passing  a  by-law, 
and  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  violation  of  the  agreement 
necessarily  extends  to  future  by-laws.  The  judgment  might 
have  included  an  award  of  nominal  damages  for  the  breach 
of  contract,  and  it  would  then  be  in  form,  what  it  i&  now  in 
substance,  a  common  law  action,  with  an  award  of  an  in- 
junction rendered  proper  and  necessary,  inasmuch  as  the 
breach  of  the  agreement  was  deliberate. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  do  so,  and  I  refrain  from  expressing 
my  opinion  upon  the  rights  of  licensed  cab  and  express  men 
to  use  the  streets  in  question  in  following  their  business; 
or  on  the  question  whether,  in  the  absence  of  by-law  to  the 
contrary,  they  may  not  stand  anywhere  upon  any  street 
waiting  for  employment,  so  long  as  they  do  not  obstruct 
traffic. 

Moss,  J.A. — I  agree. 

MacMurchy,  DeniBon,  &  Henderson,  Toronto,  solicitors 
for  plaintiifs. 

DuVernet  &  Jones,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  defendants. 
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Falconbridge,  C.J.  April  12th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

HAM  V.  PILLAB. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser—Delivery  of  Conveyance— Covenant  for  Pos- 

seesion^—Enforcement 

Action  to  compel  a  vendor  to  give  possession  of  the  land 
conveyed,  under  the  covenant  in  the  conveyance.  Tried  at 
Kingston. 

H.  L.  Drayton,  Toronto,  and  J.  English,  Napanee,  for 
plaintiff. 

J.  L.  Whiting,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  rely  on 
his  covenants.  There  is  but  little  dispute  as  to  what  took 
place  on  the  31st  October,  but,  in  any  view  of  the  facte, 
plaintiff's  rights  under  the  deed  were  not  taken  away.  The 
deed  was  not  delivered  by  mistake.  There  was  ample  oppor- 
tunity for  deliberation  and  consultation,  inasmuch  as  the 
deed  had  to  be  sent  for  and  procured  from  the  office  of  de- 
fendant's solicitor.  It  does  not  seem  to  be  a  case  for  specific 
performance,  but  for  damages.  Judgment  for  T)laintiff  with 
costs  up  to  judgment.  Reference  to  Master  at  Napanee  as 
to  damages.  Further  directions  and  subsequent  costs  re- 
served.   Thirty  days*  stay. 

J.  English,  Napanee,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

J.  Mudie,  Kingston,  solicitor  for  defendant. 


April  12th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

GRAVES  V.  GORRIE. 

Copyright  —  Works  of  Fine  Art  —  Imperial  Acts  —  Application  to 

Colonies, 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  order  of  a  Divisional  Court  (1 
0.  L.  R.  309)  affirming  judgment  of  Rose,  J.  (32  0.  R.  226). 
The  plaintiffs  are  art  publishers  in  London,  England.  The 
defendant  is  a  printer  and  publisher  in  Toronto,  Ontario. 
The  plaintiffs  claim  to  be  entitled  to  the  copyright  in  Great 
Britain  and  Ireland,  and  the  British  colonies  and  possessions, 
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of  a  picture  of  the  bull-dog  on  the  TTnion  Jack  known  as 
**What  we  have  we'll  hold,"  first  published  in  London  in 
July,  1896,  and  duly  entered  by  the  plaintiflfs  at  Stationers' 
Hall,  London,  pursuant  to  26  &  26  Vict.  ch.  68  (Imp.)  The 
Courts  below  held  that  the  said  Act,  which  is  an  Act  amend- 
ing the  law  relating  to  copyright  in  works  of  fine  art,  does 
not  extend  to  the  colonies. 

J.  T.  Small,  for  plaintiflfs. 

J.  H.  Denton,  for  defendant. 

The  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Maclexnan, 
Moss,  JJ.A.)  held,  as  to  the  territorial  application  of  the 
Act,  that  there  are  no  words  expressly  extending  the  area  of 
protection  of  a  copyright  granted  by  it  to  the  colonies,  and 
it  was  laid  down  as  long  ago  as  1769,  in  Rex  v.  Vaughan,  4 
Burr.  2600,  that  no  Act  of  Parliament  made  after  a  colony  is 
planted  is  construed  to  extend  to  it  without  express  words 
shewing  the  intention  that  it  should.  If  this  rule  was  pro- 
per, then  it  is  much  more  proper  that  it  should  prevail  in 
1862.  See  also  Boutledge  v.  Low,  L.  R.  3  H.  L.  100;  Wil- 
liams V.  Davis,  [1891]  A.  C.  460;  New  Zealand  v.  Morrison, 
[1898]  A.  C.  349.  A  consideration  of  the  scope  and  object 
of  the  Act  does  not  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  it  was  in- 
tended to  afltect  the  colonies,  nor  are  the  words  used  calcu- 
lated to  have  that  effect,  nor  can  it  be  said  that  the  policy 
of  Parliament  supports  such  a  conclusion.  By  reference, 
too,  to  the  various  Copyright  Acts  it  will  be  seen  that  when 
it  is  intended  to  include  the  colonies,  express  words  are  used. 
(Review  of  them.)  Nor  can  the  intention  to  include  the 
colonies  be  gathered  from  a  careful  consideration  of  the 
wording  of  the  diflEerent  sections  of  the  Act.  The  object  -jf 
sec.  8  was  to  put  authors  of  all  literary  and  artistic  works 
first  produced  in  the  British  possessions  upon  the  same  foot- 
ing and  entitle  the  authors  of  all  literary  and  article  works 
first  produced  in  those  possessions  to  the  benefit  of  the  Copy- 
right Acts,  but  this  had  not  the  effect  of  extending  the  area 
of  protection  granted  by  the  Copyright  Acts  to  the  British 
possessions:  Page  v.  Tounand,  5  Sim.  395;  Winslow,  92.  By 
no  reasonable  construction  can  the  application  of  sec.  9  of 
the  International  Copyright  Act  "  to  every  British  possession 
as  if  it  were  part  of  the  United  Kingdom,"  have  the  effect 
of  applying  the  Copyright  Acts  "  to  every  British  possession 
as  if  it  were  part  of  the  United  Kingdom,"  and  as  extending 
the  area  of  protection  granted  by  those  Acts  "  to  everv  part 
of  the  British  possessions  as  if  it  were  part  of  the  United 
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Kingdom/'    The  judgments  below  are  right  and  should  be 
affirmed  and  the  appeal  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Henderson  ft  Small,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  plaintiffs. 

Pearson  ft  Denton,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  defendant. 


April  12th,  1903. 
C.  A. 
RE  CITY  OF  TORONTO  ASSESSMENT  APPEAL. 

Assessment  and  Taxes— Valuation  of  Property— Electric  Companies— 
Hails,  Poles,  and  Wires— Wards— Franchise — CMng  Concern- 
Integral  Part  of  Whole— 1  Edw,  VII,  eh.  89  (Oj 

Appeal  by  the  city  corporation  from  a  decision  of  the 
County  Judges  of  York,  Halton,  and  Ontario,  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  the  assessment  of  the  Bell  Telephone  Compaay,  the 
Toronto  Electric  Light  Company,  the  Toronto  Railway  Com- 
pany, and  the  Toronto  Incandescent  Light  Company,  in 
respect  of  plant,  including  wires,  poles,  etc.  The  board  of 
County  Court  Judges  reduced  the  assessments  as  confirmed 
by  the  Court  of  Revision.  The  question  upon  the  appeal 
was  whether  the  board  of  Judges  were  right  in  deciding 
that  the  Act  1  Edw.VII.  ch.  29,  sec.  2  (0.),  made  no  differ- 
ence in  the  mode  of  valuing  the  rails,  poles,  wires,  and  other 
plant  belonging  to  the  companies,  erected  or  placed  upon  the 
highways,  which  was  held  to  be  proper  by  the  decision  in  Re 
Bell  Telephone  Co.  and  City  of  Hamilton,  25  A.  R.  351,  and 
Re  London  Street  R.  W.  Co.,  27  A.  R.  83. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  J.S.  PuUerton,  K.C.,  for  the 
city  corporation. 

6.  Lynch-Stauttton,  K.C.,  and  E.  H.  Ambrose,  Hamilton, 
for  the  Bell  Telephone  Company. 

H.  O'Brien,  K.C.,  for  the  Toronto  Electric  light  Com- 
pany and  the  Toronto  Incandescent  Light  Company. 

J.  Bicknell  and  J.  W.  Bain,  for  the  Toronto  Railway 
Company. 

The  Court  (Armour  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Maclennak, 
Moss,  JJ.A.)  held  (Maclennan,  J.A.,  dissenting)  that  the 
board  of  Judges  were  right  in  their  decision. 

Osler,  J.A. — The  new  clause  does  no  more  than  enable 
the  assessor  to  assess  the  property  all  together  in  one  ward, 
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or  to  apportion  the  assessment  among  two  or  more  of  th 
wards,  as  he  may  deem  it  convenient.  It  merely  removes  one 
of  the  difficulties  pointed  out  in  the  cases  before  decided,  but 
does  not  extend  the  principle  on  which  the  value  of  such 
property,  apart  from  the  franchise  of  the  company  or  its  use 
to  a  going  concern,  is  to  be  ascertained  by  the  application 
of  the  rule  provided  by  sec.  28  of  the  Assessment  Act  for 
ascertaining  its  value.  It  is  now  to  be  valued  as  if  it  were 
all  in  one  ward.  That  is  to  say,  as  a  whole  or  as  an 
integral  part  of  a  whole,  but  still  without  reference  to  its 
connection  with  a  franchise  or  its  use  as  the  property  of  a 
going  concern.  The  learned  chairman  of  the  board 
(McDougall,  Co.  J.)  has  given  a  very  full  and  satisfactory 
exposition  of  the  new  section,  to  which  nothing  can  be  added, 
except  that  the  decisions  by  which  the  Court  of  Appeal  is 
bound  require  much  more  comprehensive  legislation  to  re- 
move their  effect  than  anything  which  is  found  in  that 
clause. 

Armouh,  C.J.O.,  and  Moss,  J.A.,  wrote  opinions  to  the 
same  effect. 

Maclennan,  J.A.  (dissenting) — The  injunction  to  assess 
all  property  at  its  actual  cash  value  still  remains.  So  does 
the  mode  of  appraisement,  as  if  in  payment  of  a  just  debt 
from  a  solvent  debtor.  But  the  obligation  to  assess  in  several 
wards  is  swept  away,  and  it  may  be  assessed  all  together 
in  any  one  ward,  or  it  may  be  apportioned  amongst  two  or 
more  wards,  and  in  either  case  it  shall  be  valued  as  a  whole, 
or  as  an  integral  part  of  a  whole*.  Each  of  the  companies 
owns,  and  is  assessed  for,  freehold  land  in  the  ordinary 
sense,  as  well  as  for  their  rails,  poles,  wires,  etc.,  upon  the 
public  streets,  and  the  two  kinds  of  real  estate  are  connected, 
both  in  construction  and  in  use,  and,  taken  together,  an- 
swer the  description  in  the  sub-section  ^*  real  property  be- 
longing to  .  .  .  any  .  .  .  incorporated  company, 
and  extending  over  more  than  one  ward  in  any  city,^'  and 
what  the  section  says  is,  that  it  may  be  assessed  together 
in  any  one  of  such  wards.  That  is  what  has  been  doTie 
here.  It  has  been  valued  as  a  whole,. that  is,  as  if  the  com- 
pany, being  solvent,  were  conveying  the  whole  to  a  creditor 
in  payment  of  a  just  debt.  In  valuing  the  land  of  the 
company  extending  over  several  wards  as  a  whole,  the  value 
of  the  rails,  poles,  wires,  etc.,  must  be  included  as  a  part 
of  the  whole.  But,  even  if  it  becomes  necessary  to  value 
a  part  of  the  company's  real  property  separately,  as  in  the 
case  of  that  part  which  may  be  in  a  township  outside  of  a 
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city  or  town,  where  perhaps  it  has  no  land  other  than  the 
rails,  poles,  wires,  etc.,  on  the  public  highways,  the  result 
must  be  the  same.  It  must  be  the  full  value  of  these  fix- 
tures to  the  company,  because  they  must  be  valued  as  an 
integral  part  of  the  whole.  It  plainly  nueans,  that  it  is  not 
to  be  valued  without  reference  to  the  whole  of  which  it  is  a 
part,  but  as  an  essential  part  of  the  whole — as  something 
without  which  the  whole  would  be  incomplete.  It  is  to  be 
valued,  in  short,  at  what  it  is  worth  to  the  debtor,  being 
solvent,  as  a  part  of  the  whole,  so  that  he,  being  solvent, 
wonld  be  willing  to  let  it  go  at  that  value  in  payment  of  a 
debt. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 


;  April  10th,  1902. 

divisional  court. 

MOBEISON  V.  GBAND  TRUNK  E.  W.  CO. 

Discovery— Examination  of  Officer   of   Corporatiotir— Railway  Com- 
pany—Engine-driver— Rules  ^9,  461. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  order  of  Street,  J.,  in  Cham- 
bers {ante  180),  reversing  order  of  Master  in  Chambers, 
which  allowed  plaintiff  to  examine  for  discovery,  as  an  officer 
of  defendants,  an  incorporated  company,  the  driver  of  an 
engine  attached  to  a  train  of  which  the  plaintiff^s  husband 
was  the  conductor  in  charge  at  the  time  of  his  death,  in  an 
action  against  the  company  for  negligence  causing  such 
death.  Upon  the  appeal  the  book  of  the  defendants'  rules, 
which  was  not  before  Street,  J.,  was  put  in  evidence. 

J.  6.  O'Donoghue,  for  plaintiff. 
D.  L.  McCarthy,  for  defendants. 

Boyd,  C. — The  engine-driver  was  practically  in  charge 
of  the  train  after  the  conductor  was  killed,  and  he  is  the 
man  who  presumably  knows  at  first  hand  how  the  accident 
happened,  and  is  in  this  regard  the  proper  person  to  make 
discovery.  He  is  also  an  "officer^'  of  the  company,  re- 
cognized as  such  and  so  named  in  the  Eailway  Act,  E.  S.  C. 
eh.  190,  sec.  85  (1)  and  (4);  see  also  51  Vict.  ch.  29,  sec. 
214  (g),  and  sees.  243,  292.  The  rules  of  the  company  in- 
dicate that  both  driver  and  conductor  are  in  charge  of  a 
train. 
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BawBon  v.  London  Street  R.  W.  Co.,  18  P.  R.  223,  Cas- 
selman  v.  Ottawa,  etc.,  R.  W.  Co.,  t6.  261,  and  Odell  v.  City 
of  Ottawa,  12  P.  R.  446,  followed. 

Ferguson,  J.,  agreed. 

Meredith,  J.,  agreed  that  the  engine-driver  was  an 
officer,  but  did  not  base  his  opinion  upon  the  peculiar  cir- 
cumstances of  this  case. 

Appeal  allowed  and  order  of  Master  restored.  Costs  of 
append  and  below  to  be  in  the  cause. 
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Winchester,  Master.  March  24th,  190-2. 

chambers. 

BEX  EX  REL.  ROSS  v.  TAYLOR. 

Munivipul   Elections— Quo    H'oiTanto    Proceeding— VroHS-exami nation 
on   Afftdurita — Discretion   as   to   Permitting. 

Application  by  relator  for  an  order  allowing  him  to  pro- 
ceed and  cross-examine  the  several  persons  who  had  made 
the  aflSdavits  filed  by  respondent  in  answer  to  the  affidavits 
filed  by  relator  in  support  of  his  motion  in  the  nature  of  a 
quo  warranto  to  void  the  election  of  respondent  as  reeve  of 
the  village  of  Port  Dover. 

W.  M.  Douglas,  K.C.,  for  relator. 

S.  C.  Biggs,  K.C.,  for  respondent,  opposed  the  applica- 
tion on  account  of  the  great  expense,  which  would  exceed 
the  amount  of  the  relator^s  recognizance. 

The  Master  in  Chambers. — I  have  read  all  the  affi- 
davits filed,  and,  in  my  opinion,  the  application  should  not 
be  granted.  In  Begina  ex  rel.  Piddington  v.  Riddell,  4  P.  K. 
80,  the  late  Mr.  Justice  Morrison  in  delivering  judgment 
said,  at  p.  85:  *'0n  the  argument  I  was  pressed  by  counsel 
for  the  relator  to  order  further  proceedings  with  a  view  to 
the  oral  examination  of  the  parties  and  the  production  of 
their  books  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  the  facts  sworn 
to  by  Clinkinbroomer  and  the  defendant.  I  could  only  be 
warranted  in  doing  so  upon  the  ground  that  I  considered 
the  facts  sworn  to,  to  be  imtrue.  I  8€je  no  reason  for  my 
thinking  so.**  In  that  case  argument  had  taken  place  upon 
the  affidavits  filed;  here  no  argument  has  been  heard.  I 
refer  to  the  case  to  shew  that  it  was  a  matter  of  discretion 
as  to  permitting  the  examination  or  not.  In  using  this  dis- 
cretion I  think  that  no  examination  would  be  helpful  to  me 
in  considering  the  matter.  The  relator  has  the  right  to  file 
affidavits  in  reply  to  those  on  behalf  of  the  respondent.  He 
will  have  an  opportunity  of  doing  so  if  he  desires  it,  and  the 
matter  will  stand  adjourned  for  that  pupose. 

H.  A.  Tibbetts,  Port  Dover,  solicitor  for  relator. 

S.  C!  Biggs,  Toronto,  solicitor  for  respondent.  .  ^ 


April  12tii,  100-?. 
C.  A. 
MACLAUGHLIN     v/  LAKE    ERIE     AND     DETROIT 

RIVER  R.  W.  CO. 

Patent  for  Invention— Contract— Construction  of — License— Right  to 
Alter  or  Vary  Patented  Article  —  Main  Consideration  for 
License  may  be  Proved ^  irhere  not  Inconsistent  with  Considera- 
tion Stated, 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  Meredith,  CJ., 
(2  0.  L.  R.  190),  in  favour  of  plaintiffs  in  action  to  restrain 
the  infringement  of  a  patent  air  brake  invented  by  plaintiff 
MacLaughlin,  who  had  assigned  the  patent  to  the  plaintiff 
(•ompany,  and  for  damages  for  infringement  and  misrepre- 
sentations made  by  employees  of  defendants  respecting  the 
brake. 

W.  Cassels,  K.C.,  and  A.  W.  Anglin,  for  defendants. 

J.  H.  Rodd,  Windsor,  for  plaintiffs. 

The  Oourt  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Maclennan, 
MjOSS,  JJ.A.)  held.  Armour,  C.J.O.,  dissenting,  that  upon 
the  proper  construction  of  the  agreement  (set  out  in  the 
report  in  2  0.  L.  R.),  the  defendants  were  justified  in 
making  certain  important  changes  in  the  mode  of  construc- 
tion of  the  brake  and  in  using  the  brake  so  altered,  whether 
or  not  they  were  using  and  claiming  to  use  it  as  the  plaintiff 
MacLaughlin^s  invention  and  so  describing  it. 

Fleming,  Wigle,  &  Rodd,  Windsor,  solicitors  for  plain- 
tiffs. 

Blake,  Lash,  &  Cassels,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  defend- 
ants. 


Brixton,  J.  April  14th,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

RE  SALTER  AND  TOWNSHIP  OF  BECKWITH. 

Municipal  Corporation  —  By-law— Local  Option— Posting  in  Public 
Places— Directions  to  Toters— Omissions  not  Cured  by  R.  S.  0. 
ch.  223,  sec.  204. 

Motion  by  a  ratepayer  of  the  township  of  Beckwith  to 
quash  local  option  by-law  No.  328  passed  under  sec.  141  of 
the  Liquor  License  Act 

6.  H.  Watson,  E.G.,  for  applicant. 
J.  J.  Maclaren,  K.C.,  for  corporation. 
Britton,  J.— It  was  objected  that  the  council  did  not 
post    up    a    copy    of    the    by-law    at    four    or    more    of 
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the  most  public  places  in  the  municipality.  This  is  a  seri- 
ous objection  in  view  of  the  facts.  The  affidavits  shew  that 
one  copy;  was  put  up  by  Mr.  McEwen^  and  one  copy  was  put 
up  by  P.  F.  Sinclair^  who  was  and  is  a  member  of  the  coun- 
cil; he  says  he  has  been  informed  and  believes  that  five 
copies  of  the  by-law  were  duly  posted,  etc.,  and  that  he  him- 
self personally  posted  one  copy  at  Scotch  Corners,  in  said 
township.  Joseph  Kidd,  who  was  reeve  of  the  township  in 
1891,  swears  as  follows: — "Copies  of  said  by-law  with  said 
notice  appended  were  posted  up  in  at  least  five  of  the  most 
public  places  in  the  said  township  of  Beckwith,  namely, 
Franktown  P.  0.,  Deany  School-house,  Prospect  P.  0., 
Kemp's,  blacksmith  shop  at  Black's  Comers,  Town  Hall, 
Black's  Comers,  all  of  which  said  notices  I  did  personally 
see.  I  have  also  been  informed  and  believe  that  said  by-law 
with  said  notice  appended  was  posted  at  the  said  Scotch 
Comers  in  the  said  township." 

It  will  be  noticed  that  no  time  is  mentioned.  It  is  not 
attempted  to  be  shewn  who  put  any  of  these  copies  up,  or 
when  or  by  what  authority,  other  than  as  above  stated. 

Apparently  the  matter  was  not  discussed  in  council  or 
by  tne  coimcillors,  either  at  or  before  or  after  any  meeting. 
It  is  different  in  that  respect  from  what  appears  to  have 
been  done  in  reference  to  publishing  the  by-law  and  notice 
in  a  newspaper.  Mr.  Kidd  was  active  in  desiring  to  get  the 
by-law  passed,  and  is  now  naturally  and  properly  desirous  to 
have  it  sustained,  and  he  would  (if  he  could)  have  given 
more  particulars  of  these  copies,  when,  by  whom,  and  under 
what  circumstances  they  were  put  up.  The  council  appar- 
ently gave  no  authority  to  put  them  up,  and  what  is  a  some- 
what singular  fact,  the  active  workers  for  the  by-law,  while 
they  say  the  by-law  and  voting  were  talked  about,  do  not 
speak  about  the  copies  posted  up. 

It  is  also  objected  that  directions  to  voters  in  the  form 
of  schedule  L.,  as  required  by  sees.  142  and  352  of  the  Muni- 
cipal Act,  were  not  furnished  to  the  deputy  returning  officer. 
Tliis  is  important.  It  is  not  pretended  that  this  was  done, 
but  it  is  urged  that  no  harm  was  done,  because,  if  there  had 
been,  it  would  be  evidenced  by  spoilt  ballots.  I  hardly 
think  that  is  the  test.  Voters  are  entitled  to  the  informa- 
tion and  direction  which  the  statute  provides,  and  ballots 
may  have  been  wrongly  marked  and  counted,  although  in 
no  way  spoilt. 

It  is  also  urged  that  the  mistake  is  cured  by  sec.  204.  I 
cannot  say  this  omission  did  not  aflfect  the  result.  It  per- 
haps did  not.    I  cannot  say^  and  ought  not  to  be  called  upon 
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they  did  or  intended  to  do  in  regard  to  conducting  the 
Yotinir  on  this  by-law  in  accordance  with  the  principles  laid 
down  in  the  Act.  how  the  result  was  affected.  In  so  im* 
portant  a  matter  the  council  should  have  acted  in  cariyinr 
out  details,  and  the  action  should  have  been  recorded.  It 
shoidd  not  have  been  left  to  men,  no  matter  how  zealous  and 
willing,  to  do  of  their  mere  motion  what  they  thought  neces- 
sary, and  when  the  responsible  corporate  body  neglected 
their  duty,  a  by-law  without  such  formalities  as  the  statute 
requires  in  the  particulars  above  mentioned  ought  not  to  be 
forced  upon  the  minority,  even  if  it  so  happens  that  in  truth 
the  majority  of  those  who  voted  were  re^Jly  in  favour  of  it. 

This  by-law^  if  allowed  to  stand,  disturbs  the  existing 
order  of  things  in  a  township  as  distinguished  from  all  the 
other  townships  in  the  same  county,  and  cannot  be  repealed 
for  three  years.  The  quashing  of  it  will  not  prevent  a  new 
by-law  being  submitted,  if  the  electors*  desire  it  and  the 
council  pass  it,  and  if  such  a  by-law  is  again  submitted,  it 
should  be  done  with  such  care  on  the  part  of  the  council  to 
comply  with  the  statutory  requirements  that  the  will  of  the 
electors  when  once  announced  shall  prevail. 

These  objections  are  fatal,  and  the  by-law  should  be 
quashed  with  costs  to  be  paid  by  the  township,  but  the  ap- 
plicant is  not  to  be  allowed  any  costs  upon  the  other  objec- 
tions on  which  his  motion  fails. 

There  are  many  affidavits  in  regard  to  the  qualifications 
of  voters.  These  affidavits  are  quite  incorrect,  although  no 
doubt  honestly  made  by  deponents  upon  information  and 
belief.     Costs  of  these  are  not  allowed  against  the  township. 

Colin  Mcintosh,  Carleton  Place,  solicitor  for  applicant. 

J.  S.  L.  McNeely,  Carleton  Place,  solicitor  for  corpora- 
tion. 


Britton,  J.  April  14th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

REX  EX  REL.  TOLMIE  v.  CAMPBELL. 

Municipal  Corporation— Election  of  Reeve—Toter  Voting  more  than 
Once— Majority — Presumption  as  to  Voter's  Receiving  a  Ballot 
Paper  after  having  once  Voted, 

Application  by  relator  for  order  setting  aside  election  of 
respondent  D.  Campbell  as  reeve  of  the  township  of  Aid- 
borough,  in  the  county  of  Elgin,  on  the  ground,  amongst 
others,  that  each  of  thirty  or  more  electors  received  a  ballot 
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paper  snd  Toted  for  reeve  at  more  than  one  polling  place  in 
the  township  at  the  election. 

-C.  St.  Clair  Leitch,  Dutton^  for  relator.  i 

E.  E.  A.  DuVemet,  for  respondent. 

Britton,  J.,  held,  following  Woodward  v.  Sarsons^  L.  B. 
10  C-  P.  744,  that  the  general  principle  to  guide  the  courts 
in  such  cases  is,  that  the  election  should  be  set  aside  if  a 
Jo^Sf^  without  being  able  to  say  that  a  majority  had  been 
preTenied.  should  be  satisfied  that  there  was  reasonable 
ground  to  believe  that  a  majority  of  the  electors  may  have 
been  prevented  from  electing  the  candidate  of  their  choice; 
he  also  held  that  there  is  not,  in  this  case,  reasonable  ground 
for  believing  that  the  result  would  be  different  if  all  illegal 
votes  could  be  struck  off.  There  being  no  actual  proof  in 
this  case  that  more  than  four  persons  voted  more  than  once, 
it  cannot  be  presumed,  as  against  the  respondent,  that 
«very  elector  who  received  a  second  ballot  paper  after  hav* 
ing  once  voted  actually  deposited  it  in  favour  of  respondent. 

Motion  dismissed,  but  without  costs,  as  the  facts  were 
somewhat  unusual,  and  as  there  was  possibly  double  voting 
on  both  sides. 

C.  St.  Clair  Leitch,  Button,  solicitor  for  relator, 

J.  D.  Shaw,  Rodney,  solicitor  for  respondent. 

April  14th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

SLINN  V.  CITY  OF  OTTAWA. 

Municipal  CorporatUm  —  Railway  Embankment  —  Damages  to  Adja- 
cent Property  from  Water  caused  by  a  Freshet— Liability  of 
Corporation, 

Motion  by  plaintiff  to  set  aside  judgment  of  nonsuit, 
and  for  new  trial.  Action  in  the  County  Court  of  Carleton 
to  recover  damages  for  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  sus- 
tained by  plaintiff,  who  carries  on  a  bakery  business  on  lots 
16,  17,  and  18  on  the  west  side  of  Creighton  street  in  Rideau 
ward  in  the  city  of  Ottawa.  At  the  rear  of  plaintiff's  pro- 
perty there  has  been  for  a  number  of  years,  along  the  side 
of  the  Rideau  river,  a  high  embankment,  upon  which  is 
the  track  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Company,  and 
which  has  protected  the  adjacent  property  from  being 
flooded  in  the  spring  of  the  year.  The  defendants  O'Leary 
and  Robillard,  contractors,  in  the  year  1899,  constructed  a 
section  of  the  main  drain  in  the  ward,  and  in  carrying  the 
drain  under,  the  embankment,  negligently,  as  alleged,  left  a 
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large  excavation  or  opening   in   it,    through   which    water 
flowed  and  caused  the  damage. 

A.  E.  Fripp,  Ottawa,  for  plaintiff. 

G.  P.  Shepley,  K.C.,  for  individual  defendants. 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  defendant  corporation. 

The  judgment  of  the  Divisional  Court  (Boyd,  C,  Fer- 
guson, J.,  EoBERTSON,  J)  was  delivered  by 

Fercuson,  J. — ^The  trial  Judge  having  dispensed  with 
the  jury  and  grappled  with  the  whole  case  himself,  the  ques- 
tion is  not  whether  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  a  jury,  but 
whether  the  conclusion  of  the  Judge  was  correct.  After  a 
persual  of  the 'evidence  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  water  that 
did  the  injury  did  not  come  through  the  cutting  made  under 
the  railway  in  the  construction  of,  the  sewer  by  defend- 
ants, but  was  water  that  flowed  over  the  railway  dyke  owing 
to  a  freshet,  and  in  such  a  case  the  defendants  are  not  liable^ 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

A.  E.  Fripp,  Ottawa,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

Christie  &-  Greene,  Ottawa,  solicitors  for  individual 
defendants. 

Taylor  McVeity,  Ottawa,  solicitor  for  corporation. 

April  10th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

PENNINGTON  v.  HONSINGER. 

Account^Items—8ale  under  Chattel  Mortgage — Que9tion*  of  Fact — 

Appeal—Beveraal  of  Findings. 

Apneal  by  defendants  from  order  of  a  Divisional  Court 
reversing  order  of  Ferguson,  J.,  upon  appeal  from  a  Mas- 
ter's report. 

Action  for  an  account  of  dealings  of  defendants  with 
property  included  in  certain  chattel  mortgages  made  by 
plaintiffs.  The  property  was  brought  to  a  sale  under  all  the 
mortgages,  conducted  by  defendant  Honsinger,  with  the 
assent  of  defendant  Baird.  After  the  sale  the  former  ac- 
quired all  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  latter  under  his 
mortgages,  and  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  so  far  as  they 
might  be  applicable  to  discharge  and  satisfy  them. 

The  questions  at  issue  were:  (1)  The  right  of  defendant 
Honsinger  to  debit  plaintiff  with  (a)  $200  paid  to  discharge 
a  distress  upon  the  mortgaged  chattels  for  rent  of  the  farm 
on  which  they  were  kept;  (J)  the  bailiff's  charges,  $20.76; 
(r)  $100  for  costs  of  a  replevin  action  arising  out  of  the 
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seizure;  (c/)  a  nxunber  of  small  charges  for  the  maintenance 
of  the  mortgaged  chattels.  (2)  Whether  the  defendant 
Honsinger  was  chargeable  with  the  price  of  several  of  the 
chattels  offered  at  the  sale. 

J.  A.  Bobinson^  St.  Thomas,  for  appellants. 

W.  K.  Cameron^  St.  Thomas,  for  plaintiff. 

OsLER,  J.A.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
(Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss,  JJ.A.)  affirm-; 
ing  the  decision  of  the  Divisional  Court,  after  an  examina- 
tion of  the  conflicting  evidence,  holding  that  it  was  open  to 
the  Court  below  to  form  their  own  conclusions  and  to  over- 
rule the  Master's  finding  and  the  order  affirming  them. 

J.  A.  Bobinson,  St.  Thomas,  solicitor  for  appellants. 

McLean  &  Cameron,  St.  Thomas,  solicitors  for  respond- 
ents. 


Boyd,  C.  April  Ioth,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

BBOWN  V.  CITY  OF  HAMILTON. 

Municipal  Corporation  —  By'lau>^ProhilHtifig  Fireworks  in  City — 
Discretionarp  uHth  Corporation— Non-intervention  hp  Corpora- 
tion as  to  Enforcement  is  mere  "Non-feasance— Costs— Rule  373. 

Action  for  damages  for  the  permanent  loss  of  the  use 
of  plaintiff's  left  eye,  owing  to  the  negligence  of  defendants, 
who,  he  alleges,  contrary  to  sec.  34  of  their  by-law  No.  30, 
allowed  and  licensed  an  unlawful  and  dangerous  display 
and  use  of  fireworks  on  the  market  square,  and  at  the  City 
Hall,  and  on  the  steps  of  the  latter,  and  the  streets  and  side- 
walks. The  plaintiff  was  travelling  in  a  street  car  when  he 
was  struck  by  a  portion  of  explosive  substance,  a  roman 
candle,  which  was  being  set  off  by  some  one  in  a  procession. 
The  by-law  was  passed  under  the  authority  conferred  by 
the  Municipal  Act 

J.  6.  Farmer,  Hamilton,  for  plaintiff. 

F.  Mackelcan,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

Boyd,  C. — The  passing  of  the  by-law  by  the  defendants 
was  an  exercise  of  the  delegated  sovereign  power  intrusted 
to  municipalities — a  function  the  exercise  of  which  is  dis- 
cretionary. The  city  is  free  to  enact  or  not  to  enact,  and 
having  enacted  may  repeal  without  any  responsibility  which 
can  be  examined  by  the  Courts.  Having  enacted  such  a  by- 
law, there  is  no  duty  cast  on  the  municipality  to  see  to  its 
enforcement.    That  rests  with  any  one  and  every  one  in 
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the  locality  who  desires  to  have  it  enforced:  Back  v.  Holmes, 
66  L.  T.  713.  But,  like  all  prohibitory  enactments,  if  the 
popular  sentiment  is  not  in  its  favour,  it  will  prove  a  dead 
letter.  Such  appears  to  be  the  fate  of  this  by-law,  for, 
though  enacted  in  1874,  it  has  been  periodically  violated. 
The  corporation  remained  quiescent.  A  different  question 
would  have  arisen  if  the  city  authorities  had  sanctioned  or 
licensed  the  display  of  fireworks  in  the  streets;  in  the  case 
of  a  public  nuisance  that  might  be  regarded  as  a  case  of 
misfeasance  as  in  Forget  v-  Montreal,  4  S.  C.  B.  77.  In 
the  present  case,  however,  the  non-intervention  of  the  cor- 
poration is  at  the  highest  mere  non-feasance,  and  it  is  well 
settled  that  mere  non-feasance  is  not  actionable.  The  argu- 
ment of  plaintiff  is  that  when  the  city  passed  the  by-law  a 
cause  of  action  arose  and  that  the  by-law  was  systematically 
disregarded,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  oflScers  of  the  city, 
and  that  no  steps  were  taken  to  enforce  it.  This  novel  pro- 
position has  its  sole  sanction  in  the  decision  of  the  Mary- 
land Courts,  but  is  opposed  to  all  other  American  and  Eng- 
lish authorities.  Very  much  in  point  are  the  observations 
of  Gwynne,  J.,  in  Montreal  v.  Mulcair,  28  S.  C.  R  469. 

Action  dismissed  with  such  costs  as  would  be  taxed  had 
the  point  been  dealt  with  on  demurrer  under  Bule  373. 

Lee,  Parmer,  &  Stanton,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for 
plaintiff. 

Mackelcan  &  Counsell,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  defend- 
ants. 


Britton,  J.  April  15th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

WILSON  V.  HOWE. 

Work  and  Labour^Statute  of  Limitations— Claim  against  Estate  of 

Deceased  Person-^Corrohoration, 

Action  by  a  son-in-law  of  Marvin  Howe,  deceased, 
against  his  executors,  to  recover  $650  for  work  done  and 
articles  sold  to  Howe  prior  to  his  decease  on  17th  May,  1895. 
The  plaintiff  alleges  that  payment  was  not  to  be  demanded, 
but  deceased  was  to  keep  the  money  in  trust  to  apply  it  on 
the  purchase  of  a  house  for  plaintiff  or  his  wife.  The  plain- 
tiff also  claimed  $100,  part  of  the  consideration  to  his  wife 
for  signing  certain  documents  in  connection  with  the  estate. 

J.  P.  Mabee,  K.C.,  and  J.  C.  Makins,  Stratford,  for 
plaintiff.  .    i  * 

J.  Idington,  K.C.,  and  R.  S.  Robertson,  Stratford,  for 
defendants. 
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Britton,  J. — The  plaintiff's  evidence  was  sufficiently 
corroborated.  Be  Boss^  29  Or.  885,  is  distin^ishable. 
Deceased  was  not  a  trustee.  This  is  not  the  case  of  a 
deposit  of  money  for  safety  until  demand  as  in  Tidd  v. 
Overell,  3  Ch.  D.  164.  There  was  a  debt  here  due  to  plain- 
tiff of  $450,  but  it  is  barred  by  statute.  The  defendants 
are  not  indebted  to  plaintiff  for  the  $100  claimed.  The  de- 
fendants are  indebted  to  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $5  paid 
into  Court  in  respect  of  the  claim  for  work  done  in  1899, 
and  he  is  entitled  to  that  sum,  but  the  action  is  dismissed 
with  costs. 


Britton,  J.  ^  April  17th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

BENTLEY  v.  MUfiPHY. 

Ship-^ontract  to  Sell — Specific  Performance^DiscretUm  —  Balance 
of  Furchase  Money  Unsecured— Damages, 

Action  tried  at  Toronto  brought  for  specific  performance 
of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  steamer  "  Island  Queen.^' 

L.  G.  McCarthy  and  A.  M.  Stewart^  for  plaintiffs. 

R.  T.  Walkem,  K.C.,  and  H.  T.  Kelly,  for  defendant 
Craig.  1        .     j 

T.  Mulvey,  for  defendant  Murphy. 

Britton,  J. — At  the  time  of  sale  the  defendants  were 
the  real  owners  of  the  steamer,  and  it  is  clear  that  the  con- 
tract of  sale  was  made  by  defendant  Murphy  on  behalf  of 
himself  and  his  co-defendant  Craig.  It  cannot  be  said  that 
any  advantage  was  taken  of  the  vendors  by  reason  of  the 
balance  of  purchase  money  not  being  agreed  to  be  secured 
by  mortgage.  The  offer  by  letter  to  purchase  was  good 
under  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  of  1854,  though  before 
that  Act  it  would  be  void  because  not  reciting  the  certificate 
of  registration:  Hughes  v.  Morris,  2  DeG.  M.  &  G.  349. 
But  it  is  not  a  case  for  specific  performance,  a  discretionary 
remedy  which  should  be  cautiously  applied.  In  this  case, 
though  no  fraud  is  shewn,  the  contract  was  not  an  ordinary 
one.  It  was  close  bargaining  on  the  plaintiffs'  part,  paying 
only  part  of  the  purchase  money,  and  giving  no  security 
for  balance.  Vessels  are  subject  to  marine  risk  and  other 
casualty.  The  plaintiffs  are  seeking  equity,  but  are  not  pre- 
pared to  do  equity  by  giving  a  mortgage,  and  though  not 
required  so  to  do  by  contract,  it  is  a  valid  reason  why  speci- 
fic performance  should  be  refused:  Mortloch  v.  Buller,  10 
Ves.  292;  Bobinson  v.  Harris,  21  S.  C.  B.  39.  Judgment 
for  plaintiffs  for  damages.  Beference  to  Master  in 
Ordinary. 
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April  17th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

McCLUBE  V.  TOWNSHIP  OF  BROOKE. 

BEYCE  V.  TOWNSHIP  OF  BROOKE. 

Drainage  Refere^—OfUcial  Referee— R,  8,  0,  cK  226,  sees,  88,  89— 
1  Xdw,  VII,  ch,  SO,  »ec.  i—ArbitraHon  Act,  eec.  29, 

The  Drainage  Referee  is  an  Official  Referee  within  the 
meaning  of  sec.  29  of  the  Arbitration  Act. 

Appeals  by  plaintiff  in  each  case  from  orders  of  Mere- 
dith, C.J.,  staying  proceedings  and  refusing  to  direct  refer- 
ences to  J.  B.  Rankin,  Drainage  Referee,  as  a  Referee  under 
sec.  29  of  the  Arbitration  Act.  There  was  pending  a  drain- 
age matter  commenced  by  notice  served  and  filed  pursuant 
to  the  Municipal  Drainage  Act  and  amendment,  1  Edw. 
VII.  ch.  30,  sec.  4,  wherein  the  plaintiffs  in  these  actions 
were  asking  for  damages  and  other  relief,  which  would  be 
heard  in  due  course  before  the  Drainage  Referee.  The 
plaintiffs  alleged  that  the  questions  arising  in  this  action, 
as  well  as  those  in  the  drainage  matters,  had  each  to  do  with 
the  same  lands  and  locality,  which  required  local  inspection 
and  investigation,  and  a  special  or  scientific  knowledge,  in 
order  that  a  proper  adjudication  might  be  made,  and  they 
therefore  applied  to  a  Judge  in  Chambers  for  an  order  of 
reference.  The  Chief  Justice  refused  the  references  on  the 
ground  that  the  Drainage  Referee  is  not  an  Official  Referee 
within  sec.  29,  and  stayed  proceedings  until  the  conclusion 
of  the  drainage  matter,  so  that  thereafter,  if  necessary,  the 
plaintiffs  could  proceed  in  these  actions  as  to  questions 
raised  outside  the  scope  of  sec.  4:  of  the  Act  of  1901. 

G.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  defendants. 

The  Judgment  of  the  Court  (Falconbridge,  C.J., 
Britton,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Britton,  J. — ^Before  the  passing  of  ch.  30  there  would 
have  been  no  difficulty,  as  R.  S.  0.  ch.  226,  sec.  94,  gave  the 
Court  or  Judge  power  to  refer,  but  that  action  has  been 
repealed  by  sec.  4;  and  under  the  Arbitration  Act,  if  the 
parties  agree,  the  question  may  be  referred  to  a  special 
referee.  Here  they  do  not  agree,  but  I  think  that  the 
Drainage  Referee  is  a  referee  within  sec.  29.  There  is  no 
statutory  definition  of  Official  Referee,  but  sec.  141  of  the 
Judicature  Act  names  persons  by  their  office  who  are  Official 
Referees,  and  the  Drainage  Referee  is  not  there  nameJ. 
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The  Drainage  Act,  B.  S.  0.  ch.,226,  sees.  88  and  89,  makes 
the  Drainage  Referee  (1)  an  oflBcer  of  the  High  Court, 
(2)  confers  upon  him  all  the  powers  of  an  Official  Referee 
under  the  Judicature  and  Arbitration  Acts.  Official  Referee 
is  only  "official''  in  the  sense  of  being  an  officer  of  the 
High  Court.  The  Drainage  Referee,  being  such  an  officer, 
with  all  necessary  powers,  is  an  Official  Referee  for  the  pur- 
poses and  within  the  meaning  of  the  Arbitration  Act.  Rule 
12  makes  all  officers  auxiliary  to  one  another.  See  also 
sub-sec.  22,  sec.  8  of  the  Interpretation  Act.  I  think  there- 
fore that  the  Drainage  Referee  being  specially  vested  by 
sec.  89  of  the  Drainage  Act  with  the  powers  of  Referee 
under  the  Arbitration  Act,  the  appeal  should  be  allowed, 
and  the  case  referred  to  him.  Costs  of  appeal  to  plaintiffs 
in  any  event. 

Moncrieff,  Wilson,  &  Craig,  Petrolia,  solicitors  for  plain- 
tiffs. 

Cowan  &  Towers,  Samia,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


MacMahon,  J.  April  17th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

CHRISTIAN  V.  POtlLIN. 
Deed  of  Land—Undue  Influence— Full  Disclosure  of  Facts, 

Action  tried  at  Ottawa  brought  to  set  aside  a  deed  of 
land  made  by  plaintiff  to  his  son-in-law,  defendant  S.  B.- 
Poulin,  or  in  the  alternative  that  said  defendant  be  ordered 
to  pay  plaintiff  $60  a  month,  and  discharge  or  satisfy  a 
mortgage  for  $3,000  on  the  land  in  question. 

W.  H.  Barry,  Ottawa,  for  plaintiff. 

G.  F.  Henderson,  Ottawa,  for  defendants. 

MacMahoj^,  J. — The  plaintiff  knew  perfectly  well  what 
he  was  doing,  and  full  explanation  was  made  to  him  at  the 
time  he  signed  the  deed,  and  he  knew  defendant  S.  R. 
Poulin  had  to  assume  the  mortgage  on  the  property,  and 
par  arrears  of  interest  and  taxes,  and  that,  besides,  S.  R. 
Poulin  had  also  lent  a  large  sum  of  money,  and  that  there- 
fore there  could  not  be  any  payment  to  plaintiff  per  month, 
for  there  was  nothing  out  of  which  to  pay  it.  Action  dis- 
missed with  costs,  which  if  not  paid  may  be  added  to  claim 
of  defendant  S.  R.  Poulin  as  a  disbursement.  Amount  of 
interest  and  taxes  may  be  regarded  as  a  first  charge  on  the 
land. 
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April  12th,  190?. 
C.  A. 
ANDERSON  v.  MIKADO  GOLD  MINING  CO. 

Master  and  Servant  —  Violation  of  Rule  by  Servant  —  Master  not 
KeaponHble  for  Injury  Resulting  therefrom— Onus  on  Servant 
to  Shew  Waiver  of  Rule  by  Master — Min^—Cage  for  Hoisting 
Tools— Ladders  for  Ascent  and  Descent  of  Workmen— Infury  to 
Servant  Using  Cage, 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  Bobertson,  J., 
in  favour  of  plaintiflfs,  for  $2,250,  in  action  by  the  widow 
and  infant  children  of  Oscar  Anderson,  deceased,  for  dam- 
ages for  injuries  which  caused  his  death.  The  deceased  was 
engaged,  with  three  others,  to  widen  a  drift  at  the  bottom  of 
240  foot  level  of  the  defendants'  mine,  and  was  paid  by  the 
foot.  The  defendants  owned  and  supplied  the  necessary 
tools,  and  agreed  to  transport  them  to  and  from  the  sur- 
face, where  they  had  to  be  sharpened.  Anderson  was  as- 
cending, with  three  others,  by  the  steam  lift,  when  one  of  the 
tools,  a  steel  2  or  3  feet  long,  which  was  lying  on  the  bottom 
of  the  cage,  became  projected  a  little  beyond  it,  and  coming 
in  contact  with  one  of  the  shaft  timbers,  struck  Anderson 
and  threw  him  between  the  cage  and  the  timbers.  Before 
the  cage  could  be  stopped  he  was  so  badly  injured  that  he 
died  in  the  hospital  at  Port  Arthur  45  days  afterwards. 
The  trial  Judge  found  the  only  way  by  which  the  tools 
were  taken  up  to  the  surface  was  the  cage,  which  had  no 
.guards  and  no  devices  for  securing  the  steels  while  it  was 
ascending  with  them,  and  that  the  men,  as  well  as  the  other 
employees,  and  the  manager,  habitually  went  up  and  down 
by  the  lift,  and  disregarded,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  mins 
officers,  the  notice  not  to  do  so;  that  the  ladders  furnished 
by  the  defendants  were  defective,  and  did  not  comply  with 
the  Mines  Act,  sec.  69  (17);  that  deceased  had  not  been 
warned  hot  to  use  tho  lift,  and  had  not  said  he  would  take 
all  risks,  and  had  not  been  guilty  of  contributory  negligence; 
that  the  cage  was  unsafe;  and  that  defendants  had  been 
guilty  of  negligence. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  N.  W.  Bowell,  for  defend- 
ants. 

E.  C.  Clute,  K.C.,  and  A.  B.  Clute,  for  plaintiflfs. 

The  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler  and  Moss,  JJ.A.) 
held  that  the  death  of  the  deceased  arose  from  his  own  act 
in  going  up  by  the  cage  in  violation  of  the  rule  of  the  de- 
fendants, and  they  therefore  could  not  be  held  responsible : 
Senior  v.  Ward,  1'  E.  &  E.  385.     The  onus  is  on  the  servant 
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to  shew  that  a  rule,  the  application  of  which  he  wishes  to 
get  rid  of,  has  been  waived  or  abandoned  by  a  course  of  con- 
duct inconsistent  with  its  existence,  known  to  and  tacitly 
or  expressly  assented  to  by  the  employer,  and  the  onus  has 
not  been  satisfied  in  this  case.  The  cage  was  not  con- 
structed nor  intended  for  the  use  of  the  workmen,  but  a 
safe,  convenient,  and  usual  way  was  provided  for  them  by 
means  of  ladders.  The  injury  which  the  unfortunate  de- 
ceased met  with  arose  from  his  deliberate  disobedience  of 
the  rule,  and  it  ought  to  have  been  held  that  on  this  ground 
the  plaintiff  had  no  right  of  action.  Appeal  allowed  with 
costs  and  action  dismissed  with  costs. 

Boy^e  &  Draper,  Rat  Portage,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Moran  &  McKenzie,  Rat  Portage,  solicitors  for  defend- 
ants. 


April  12th,  190-?. 

C.  A. 

PEAREN  V.  MERCHANTS  BANK  OF  CANADA. 

Malicious  Prosecution  —  Reasonable  and  Probable  Cause  —  Bank  — 
Customer— Warehouse  Receipts  —  Charge  of  False  Statements 
made  therein  as  to  Grain — Nonsuit  on  Undisputed  Facts, 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  order  of  a  Divisional  Court 
setting  aside  judgment  of  nonsuit  of  Falconbridge,  C.J., 
and  directing  a  new  trial  of  action  for  damages  for  malicious 
prosecution.     The  plaintiff  was  a  member  of  the  firm  of 
Pearen    Bros.,   millers,   etc.,    Brampton,   and    had   had   an 
account  with  defendants  for  about  10  years  before  the  pro- 
ceedings complained  of.    Three  charges  were  made  against 
plaintiff  by  defendants.     The  first  was  that  he  had  alienated 
between  August  23rd,  1899,  and  March  2nd,  1900,  certain 
wheat  covered  by  warehouse  receipts  issued  by  him  in  favour 
of  defendants.     The  police  magistrate  dismissed  this  charge, 
but  committed  plaintiff  for  trial  on  the  second  charge,  viz., 
of  withholding  possession  of   the  wheat  from  defendants, 
and  the  Cotmty  Judge  subsequently  tried  and  acquitted  him. 
The  third  charge  was  that  plaintiff,  between  2nd  August, 
1899,  and  12th  February,  1900,  did  issue  warehouse  receipts 
to  defendants  and  wilfully  make  false  statements  therein, 
contrary  to  sec.  578  of  the  Criminal  Code,  and  sec.  T6  of  the 
Bank   Act.     The   magistrate    dismissed   this   charge.     The 
plaintiff  then  brought  this  action.     The  trial  Judge  held 
that  absence   of   reasonable   and    probable   cause   was    not 
j^hewn  in  respect  of  the  first  charge ;  and  as  to  other  charges 
the  plaintiff,  not  having  obtained  the  fiat  of  the  Attorney- 
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the  permissive  sense;  and  they  have  failed  to  do  so.  The 
only  substantial  argument  is^  that  the  Legislature  has  given 
an  appeal  which  may  become  abortive  if,  by  reason  of  delay 
of  the  parties,  or  of  the  time  occupied  in  hearing  it,  or  the 
delay  of  the  Judge  in  giving  judgment  after  argument,  it 
is  not  disposed  of  by  the  1st  August.  But  the  words  of  the 
sub-section  are  in  the  emphatic  negative  form,  and  there  is 
an  excepted  case,  "except  as  provided  in  sees.  58-61/'  in 
which  it  seems  to  be  implied  that  judgment  may  be  deferred. 
The  force  of  this  exceptive  language  as  aiding  the  construc- 
tion of  what  follows  is  not  weakened  by*  the  fact  that  it  may 
not  be  very  easy  to  apply  the  exception.  Then,  aa  to  the 
argument  from  inconvenience.  The  rolls  have  been  in  fact 
equalized  by  the  county  council.  If  the  appeal  drops,  the 
council  proceeds  upon  its  own  decision,  which  operates  only 
upon  the  taxation  of  the  present  year.  There  is  no  such 
serious  inconvenience  involved  in  the  loss  of  the  appeal  for 
a  single  year  as  to  warrant  the  Court  in  giving  the  language 
of  sub-sec.  7  less  than  its  full  force,  and  treating  it  as  other- 
wise than  an  absolute  prohibition  against  continuing  the 
appeal  after  the  date  specified  as  the  last  day  for  giving 
judgment  thereon. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs  here  and  below,  and  order 
made  for  prohibition. 

Lennox,  Ardagh,  Cowan,  &  Brown,  Barrie,  solicitors  for 
township  corporation. 

Ilewson  &  Creswicke,  Barrie,  solicitors  for  county  cor- 
poration. 


April  12th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

MYERS  V.  SAULT  STE.  MARIE  PULP  AND  PAPER  CO. 

Master  and  Servant—Injury  to  Servants-Dangerous  AfocWnery— I7ii- 
necured  Ladder — Removal  of,  by  other  Workman  causing  Infurv 
to  Felloic-icorkman  does  not  Relieve  Master  from  lAdHlUy — 
SegUgenve  —  Proper  Precautions  for  Guarding  Machinery  a 

Question  for  Jury—Excessive  Damages, 

« 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  for  plaintiff 
for^  $4,500,  entered  by  Falconbridge,  C.J.,  upon 
thv  answers  of  a  jury  to  seven  questions  submitted 
to  them  in  action  for  damages.  The  plaintiff  J.  W. 
Myers  is  the  father  and  next  friend  of  the  plain- 
tiff Harry  Myers,  a  lad  19  years  old,  who  was  employed 
b}'  defendants  in  attending  to  a  dryer  and  wet  press,  and 
whose  duties  consisted  in  taking  pulp  off  the  press-rails, 
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tying  it  up,  sweeping  the  floor,  and  keeping  the  machineb 
running.  In  getting  up  to  the  press-roll  the  boy  went  up 
by  a  ladder  with  five  steps,  reaching  to  about  a  foot  from  a 
narrow  board,  which  formed  a  platform  for  him  to  stand  on, 
over  the  press.  The  press  was  close  to  a  large  moving  cog- 
wheel, and  at  a  quarter  past  12  o'clock,  midnight,  on  the  19th 
August,  1900,  the  lad,  who  had  been  taking  oflf  pulp,  started 
to  go  down  by  the  ladder,  when  a  workman,  named  O'Meari, 
pulled  it  away,  and  the  boy  fell.  His  leg  swung  into  the 
cog-wheel,  and  had  to  be  amputated  two  days  later.  The 
jury,  after  visiting  the  premises,  found  that  the  boy  had  not 
been  guilty  of  negligence;  that  the  defendants  were  negli- 
gent in  not  guarding  the  machinery,  which  was  dangerous, 
and  in  not  fastening  the  ladder  to  the  floor;  and  that,  had 
the  machinery  been  properly  guarded,  the  boy  would  not 
have  been  injured,  notwithstanding  the  pulling  away  of  the 
ladder;  and  awarded  $4,000  damages  to  the  boy,  and  $500 
damages  to  his  father. 

W.  R.  Riddell,  K.C.,  and  J.  E.  Irving,  for  defendants. 

W.  M.  Douglas,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

The  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Maclennan, 
Moss,  JJ.A.)  held  that  the  findings  of  the  jury  as  to  negli- 
gence were  amply  supported  by  the  evidence.  The  defend- 
ants were  bound  by  common  law  to  take  all  reasonable  pre- 
cautions for  safety  of  their  workmen,  and  it  was  for  the  jury 
1^  say  what  were  those  precautions:  Smith  v.  Baker,  [1891] 
A.  a\325;  Webster  v.  Foley,  21  S.  C.  R.  580.  .The  defend- 
ants were  also  bound  by  the  Factories  Act  to  guard  danger- 
ous parts  of  the  machinery.  The  jury  were  warranted  in 
their  finding  as  to  the  ladder,  and  that  the  wheel  was  dan- 
gerous and  not  securely  guarded;  and  the  intervention  of 
the  workman  in  wrongfully  taking  away  the  ladder  did  not 
relieve  defendants  from  the  consequences  of  their  negli- 
gence. According  to  Englehart  v.  Farrant,  1  Q.  B.  D.  240, 
the  question  whether  the  negligence  of  defendants  was  an 
effective  cause  of  the  workman's  injury  was  a  question  for 
the  jury,  and  they  had  by  the  3rd  and  4th  answers  in  effect 
so  found,  and  properly  so  found,  and  upon  the  law,  the 
intervention  of  the  workman  did  not  relieve  the  defendants 
from  the  consequences  of  their  negligence:  lUige  v.  Good- 
win, 5  C.  &  P.  190;  Clark  v.  Chambers,  3  Q.  B.  D.  325;  The 
Bi ,  12  P.  D.  58.  Mann  v.  Ward,  8  T.  L.  R.  699,  can- 
not be  regarded  in  view  of  Englehart  v.  Farrant,  supra. 
The  damages,  however,  were  excessive.  If  plaintiffs  elect 
to  reduce  the  damages  to  $2,000  and  $100  respectively,  the 
appeal  is  dismissed  with  costs.     Otherwise  new  trial  directed 
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yith  costs  of  appeal  to  defendants  and  costs  of  last  trial  to 
abide  the  event. 

Hearst  &  McKay,  Sault  Ste.  Marie,  solicitors  for  plain- 
tiffs. 

Hamilton,  Elliott,  &  Irving,  Sault  Ste.  Marie,  solicitors 
for  defendants. 


April  11th,  1902. 
0.  A. 

FISHER  V.  BRADSHAW. 

Chattel  Mortgage— Prior  Agreement  to  Give — If  Valid,  Mortgagee 
may  claim  under  it  notuHthstanding  Defect  otherwise  Fatal  in 
Mortgage. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  Boyd,  C.  (2  0. 
L.  R.  128),  in  favour  of  plaintiff  in  an  *  interpleader  issue. 
The  goods  in  question  were  seized  under  an  execution  upon 
a  judgment  recovered  by  defendants  Bradshaw  &  Co., 
against  Benor,  Taylor,  &  Co.,  merchants,  Alliston.  The 
other  defendants  are  also  execution  creditors.  The  plaintiff 
claims  under  a  chattel  mortgage  dated  23rd  January,  1901, 
executed  by  Benor,  Taylor,  &  Co.,  pursuant  to  agreement 
dated  1st  June,  1899,  which  was  given  pursuant  to  R.  S.  0. 
ch.  148,  sec.  11,  and  duly  registered.  The  mortgage  was 
afterwards  registered,  and  the  Chancellor  held  that  the  Act 
did  not  operate  to  merge  the  registered  agreement  in  the 
subsequently  executed  and  registered  mortgage,  and  there- 
fore, as  the  affidavit  of  bona  fides,  made  seven  months  be- 
fore in  the  agreement,  was  regular,  a  defective  affidavit  of 
bona  fides  in  the  mortgage  did  not  vitiate  it.  The  -latter 
affidavit  did  not  state  that  the  mortgagor  "is  justly  and 
truly  indebted  "  in  the  sum  of  $2,500. 

G.  C.  Gibbons,  K.C.,  A.  J.  Russell  Snow,  and  L.  P. 
Stephens,  Hamilton,  for  defendants. 

W.  A.  J.  Bell,  Alliston,  for  plaintiff. 

Moss,  J.A. — Under  sec.  11  of  the  Bills  of  Sale  and 
Chattel  Mortgage  Act  the  plaintiff  could  have  maintained 
under  the  agreement  his  claim  to  the  goods,  if  before  the 
subsequent  execution  of  the  chattel  mortgage  the  seizure 
had  been  made.  Absolute  good  faith  and  a  bona  fide  ad- 
vance having  been  established  by  the  evidence  and  found  by 
the  Chancellor,  the  creditors  can  claim  no  higher  rights  in 
respect  of  the  property  covered  by  the  agreement  than  can 
their  debtor.  The  object  of  59  Vict.  ch.  34,  from  which 
comes  sec.  11  and  following  sections,  was  to  put  an  end  to 
secret  agreements.     By  the  registration  of  the  agreement  in 
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question  ample  information  was  given  to  creditors,  and  there 
is  no  reason  why  the  holder  of  it  should  not  have  the  bene^ 
fit  of  it  as  against  an  execution  or  other  creditor  to  the  same 
extent  as  if  he  held  the  legal  property  in  the  goods.  The 
question  in  the  issue  is  whether  the  goods 'are  liable  to  be 
taken  in  execution  as  being  the  debtor^s,  and  the  creditor 
suffers  no  harm  from  the  production  of  an  agreement  valid 
under  the  Act:  Edwards  v.  English,  7  E.  &  B.  564;  Shingler 
V.  Holt,  r  H.  &  N.  65 ;  Block  v.  Drouillard,  28  C.  P.  107. 
There  is  no  evidence  of  any  intention  to  give  up  the  agree- 
ment, and  it  must  not  be  held  that  the  mortgage  is  void  as 
against  creditors,  but  good  for  the  purpose  of  superseding  the 
agreement  and  thereby  letting  in  the  executions.  There  is 
no  objection  to  the  plaintiff  acting  in  good  faith  holding 
more  than  one  security  for  the  goods:  Boldrick  v.  Ryan,  17 
A.  R.  253.  It  is  sufficiently  shewn  that  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  take  the  security  to  himself  and  to  make  the  affi- 
davit of  indebtedness  to  himself,  as  he  has  done.  As 
between  him  and  Mary  Coley  he  is  responsible  to  her  for  the 
money.  She  joined  in  making  a  cheaue  for  the  money,  and 
thereby  assented  to  the  transaction  and  to  the  taking  of  the 
security  as  it  was  done,  and  that  is  sufficient  for  the  creation 
of  the  relationship  of  debtor  and  creditor  between  Benor 
and  Taylor  and  the  plaintiff. 

Armour,  C.J.O.,  and  Maclennan,  J.A.,  concurred. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

W.  A.  J.  Bell,  AJliston,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

Lees,  Hobson,  &  Stephens,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  de- 
fendants. 


Falconbridge,  C.J.  April  17th,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

TAYLOR  V.  MACPARLANE. 

intoxicating  Liguars  —  License  and  Qoodtcill  of  Hotel  Business — 
Devise  by  Owner  of  Business  or  Sale  after  his  Death— License 
tfo««  not  Pass — Value  of  License  Deducted  from  Purchase  Money 
—Renewal  by  Devisee  for  Life  Enures  to  her  Benefit — Interest 
of  Devisee  for  Life  is  Exigible. 

Special  case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  as  to 
whether  Maggie  Macfarlane,  widow  and  executrix  of  Francis 
Macfarlane,  was  the  ovmer  of  a  license  to  sell  liquor,  and 
the  goodwill  of  the  hotel  business  carried  on  by  her  husband, 
at  the  time  of  the  sale  of  the  business  to  one  O'Learv.  The 
testator  devised  the  hotel  to  his  widow  for  her  widowhood 
for  the  benefit  of  herself  and  four  children.     The  widow 
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renewed  the  license  in  her  own  name  each  year  after  the 
death  of  her  husband  in  1S96,  but  the  business  was  not 
successful,  and  the  question  was,  what  was  her  interest  in 
the  license  or  the  goodwill  of  the  business,  and,  if  she  had 
any,  whether  it  was  exigible.  , 

C.  H.  Ritchie,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

A.  C.  McMaster,  for  defendants  adult  beneficiaries  and 
executors. 

W.  E.  Eaney,  for  defendant  company. 

D.  L.  McCarthy,  for  official  guardian. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — No  money  of  the  estate  went  into 
the  business  which  the  widow  carried  on  for  her  own  benefit. 
There  is  no  provision  in  the  statute  allowing  an  executor  or 
trustee  to  carry  on  the  business,  which,  with  the  license,  is 
personal  to  the  holder  thereof:  see  the  Liquor  License  Act, 
B.  S.  O.  ch.  245,  sees.  11,  12,  16,  37,  40.  There  is  no  pre- 
tence that  the  business  was  the  property  of  the  estate  of  the 
testator.  There  can  be  no  conflict  of  interest  and  duty  in 
the  widow  s  position,  inasmuch  as  there  is  no  possibility  of 
the  beneficiaries  getting  any  advantage  out  of  it;  nor  is 
there  any  constructive  trust :  I  refer  to  Theobald,  4th  ed., 
604;  Allen  v.  Furness,  20  A.  R.  34;  Lambe  v.  Eames,  L.  K. 
6  Cn.  597;  Lister  v.  Stubbs,  45  Ch.  D.  1;  East  v.  OTonnor, 
2  0.  L.  R.  355. 

The  license  system  in  England  is  so  different  from  ours, 
that  the  English  authorities  and  cases  have,  for  the  most 
part,  no  application. 

The  following  is  the  result:  (1)  At  the  time  the 
agreement  for  sale  was  entered  into  with  O'Leary, 
the  license  to  sell  liquors  and  the  goodwill  of  the 
hotel  business  belonged  to  the  defendant  Margaret  McPar- 
lane  personally.  (2)  She  is  entitled  under  the  will  to  the 
income  during  widowhood  exclusive  of  the  value  of  the 
license  and  goodwill.  The  two  infant  defendants  are  en- 
titled to  maintenance  out  of  the  income  until  21  years  of 
age,  and  until  then  the  income  should  be  divided  as  directed 
in  Allan  v.  Furness,  20  A.  R.  34.  If  defendant  Macfarlane 
marry  again  she  will  be  entitled  to  receive  $1,000,  and  bal- 
ance of  estate  to  be  divided  equally  among  her  four  chil- 
dren. (3)  Reference  to  ascertain  portion  of  purchase  money 
representing  value  of  license  and  goodwill  of  the  business. 
(4)  An  execution  creditor  of  defendant  M.  Macfarlane  could 
reach  her  interest  by  procuring  the  appointment  of  a  re- 
ceiver. (5)  Defendants  the  National  Trust  Company  to  dis- 
tribute the  money  and  securities  according  to  the  trust*, 
having  regard  to  these  findings.  No  costs.  If  any  costs 
not  provided  for,  they  are  to  be  paid  by  trust  company  ojit 
of  the  fund  generally. 


285 

April  19th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

HARRIS  V.  BANK  OF  BRITISH  NORTH  AMERICA. 

Contrad— Delivery  of  Deed  in  Escrow — Non-performance  of  Condi- 
tion—Option— Trust — Deposit— Form  of  Action, 

Appeal  by  defendants  the  Pioneer  Trading  Corporation 
from  judgment  of  HIobertson,  J.,  ante  76. 
W.  H.  Blake,  for  appellants. 
J.  K.  Kerr,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Boyd,  C,  Meredith,  J.) 
was  delivered  by 

BavD,  C. — The  finding,  undisputed  and  indisputable, 
that  the  money  deposited  with  the  bank  was  subject  to  a  con- 
dition yet  unfulfilled,  appears  to  be  conclusive  of  the  case. 
That  is  ths  issue:  was  this  money  wrongfully  withheld  by 
the  bank  ?  That  it  was  so  may  render  the  wrongdoer  liable 
to  aiv  action  either  in  damages  or  for  the  price  of  the  land, 
but  not  liable  in  respect  of  this  particular  sum  deposited 
with  the  bank — so  that  it  should  be  recovered  in  specie  or 
as  if  earmarked  as  a  trust  fund.  The  judgment  for  pay- 
ment out  of  this  particular  money  as  a  judgment  in  rem 
has  gone  beyond  the  limits  of  equity  as  recognized  and 
administered  by  the  Courts.  This  was  not  set  apart  by 
the  purchaser  to  answer  the  price  of  this  land  absolutely — 
but  only  upon  an  unfulfilled  condition.  No  lien,  therefore, 
upon  the  doctrine  of  reciprocal  trusteeship  of  the  land  and 
the  money,  could  arise  as  to  or  attach  upon  this  particular 
fund.  It  is  to  be  paid  out  only  when  and  as  the  purchaser 
became  satisfied — though  this  may  be,  in  the  circumstances, 
an  arbitrary  and  even  unreasonable  term,  yet  a  man  may 
do  what  he  will  with  his  own.  No  doubt  upon  a  judgment 
against  the  Pioneer  Trading  Corporation  this  money  might 
be  seized  or  garnished  by  a  creditor — but,  other  than  in 
some  such  way  as  this,  specific  delivery  of  this  money  in  the 
hands  of  the  bank  could  not  be  obtained  bv  course  of  law. 
Had  the  action  been  framed  so  as  to  claim  a  lien  upon  this 
money,  that  would  have  involved  the  larger  question  of 
specific  performance  of  the  option  or  agreement  for  sale, 
and,  as  the  land  is  in  British  Columbia,  difficult  questions 
as  to  jurisdiction  in  the  Ontario  Courts  would  present  them- 
selves, which  have  been  avoided  in  the  present  more  limited 
statement  of  claim.  The  action  should  therefore  be  dis- 
missed as  against  the  trading  corporation  without  costs. 
This  because  the  case  of  the  corporation  in  seeking  to  ap- 
probate and  reprobate  the  option  (or  it  may  be  the  pur- 
chase) is  not  to  be  encouraged. 
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April  19th,  1902. 
di  visional  court. 

REX  EX  REL.  ROBERl'S  v.  PONSFORD. 

Quo    Warranto— yotice  of  Motion  for  Tuesday    t^th  February,   bif 
Mistake  for  Tuesday    2oth  February,  Valid^Amefidment 

Order  of  Bobertson,  J.,  ante  223,  affirmed  by  a  Divi- 
sional Court  (Boyd,  C,  Ferguson,  J.,  Meredith,  J.). 


April  10th,  1902- 
C.  A. 

RENXIE  V.  QUEBF.C  BANK. 

Chose  in  Action— Assignment  of — Notice  of— Partnership— Interest  of 
Partner  —  Sheriff  —  Execution — Banks — Creditor's  Action  oh 
Behalf  of  himself  only. 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  order  of  a  Divisional  Court 
(2  O.  L.  R.  303)  affirming  judgment  of  Meredith,  C.J',  dis- 
missing action  to  set  aside  an  assignment  by  Hugo  Block  of 
a  certain  debt  ovring  to  him  by  the  firm  of  Reid,  Taylor,  & 
Bayne,  in  which  he  was  a  silent  partner,  to  the  Quebec 
Bank.  The  plaintiffs  are  husband  and  wife.  The  husband 
is  a  judgment  creditor  of  Hugo  Block,  and  alleges  that  the 
assignment  was  a  fraudulent  preference.  The  wife  claimed 
to  be  the  owner  of  the  interest  of  Block  in  the  partnership 
assets,  by  virtue  of  a  bill  of  sale  from  the  sheriff  of  Toronto 
to  her,  made  under  the  execution  placed  in  his  hands,  on 
the  lOth  July,  1896,  under  the  judgment  held  by  her 
husband. 

J.  O'Donoho^,  K.C.,  and  W.  Norris,  for  plaintiffs. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  H.  G.  Kingstone,  for  defend- 
ants. 

The  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  ^^Lvclennax, 
Moss,  JJ.A.)  held  (1)  as  to  the  action  of  the  male  plaintiff, 
that  "  debts  *^  are  not  included  in  the  expression  **  goods, 
wares,  and  merchandise,"  as  used  in  the  Bank  Act,  53  Vict, 
ch.  31,  and  therefore  there  was  nothing  to  prevent  the  bank 
from  taking  an  assignment  from  Hugo  Block  of  the  debt 
due  to  him  from  his  co-partners  as  security  for  the  debt 
which  he  owed  the  bank,  and  the  effect  of  it  was  to  vest  the 
property  in  the  debts  assigned,  in  the  bank,  and  notice  was 
not  necessary  to  its  validity,  but  was  only  necessary  to  pre- 
vent defences  of  set-off  to  the  debts  assigned  arising  after  the 
assignment  and  before  notice,  and  as  against  a  subsequent 
assignee:  R.  S.  0.  1887  ch.  122,  sees.  11,  12.  The  sheriff 
could  not  have  seized  the  book  debts  or  goodwill,  though 
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lie  could  have  seized  the  assets;  but  he  did  not  do  so,  and 
all  were  sold  and  disposed  of  in  due  course,  and  the  male 
plaintiff  lost  therefore  any  benefit  which  he  might  have 
derived  from  any  seizure  of  the  assets  of  the  firm  and  the 
sale  by  the  sheriff  of  the  interest  of  Block  therein;  (2)  and  as 
to  the  female  plaintiff  nothing  passed  to  her  under  the  bill 
of  sale  from  the  sheriff:  Holman  v.  Smith,  35  Ch.  D.  436. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

J.  O'Donohoe,  Toronto,  solicitor  for  plaintiffs. 

Kingstone,  Symons,  &    Kingstone,    Toronto,    solicitors 
for  defendants. 


April  10th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

.     JOHNSTON  v.  MACFARLANE. 

i'oreitnni -- Restraint  of  Trade  —  "Not  to  Carry  on.  Engage^  or  he 
Interested,  Directly  or  Indirectly,  in  Canada  for  One  Year**  in 
Business— Giving  Advertising  Space  for  Rival  Advertisements— 
H reach. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  judgment  of  Boyd,  C,  direct- 
ing a  reference  to  ascertain  the  damages  sustained  by  plain- 
tiff by  reason  of  a  breach  of  a  covenant  made  by  defendant 
upon  a  dissolution  of  his  partnership  with  plaintiff.  Thr? 
parties  were  mail  order  merchants  in  the  city  of  Toronto, 
and  upon  the  dissolution  on  8th  September,  1900,  they 
divided  the  branches  of  their  business,  the  selling  of  sweet 
pea  seeds  falling  to  plaintiff's  share.  The  covenant  is  in 
the  following  terms: — "The  said  Macfarlane  covenants  with 
the  said  Johnston  that  he  will  not  during  the  period  of  one 
year  from  the  date  hereof  carry  on  or  engage  or  be  inter- 
ested, directly  or  indirectly,  within  the  Dominion  of  Can- 
ada, in  the  business  of  selling  sweet  pea  seeds,  and  that  he 
will  not  during  the  said  period  compete  or  interfere  with 
the  said  Johnston  in  the  business  of  selling  the  same."  The 
plaintiff  alleged  that  after  dissolution  defendant  gave  advice 
and  assistance  to  a  rival  concern  called  the  Seed  Supply  Co., 
started  by  defendant's  brother,  and  allowed  it  to  use  space 
in  newspapers  for  which  he  had  large  special  contracts  at 
reduced  rates,  taken  over  from  the  former  partnership.  The 
Chancellor  held  that  bv  the  intervention  of  the  defendant, 
the  Seed  Supply  Co.  were  able  to  get  in  advertisements  at 
first  without  cash  and  at  a  low  rate,  which  otherwise  it  could 
not  have  done;  that,  as  ttie  company's  business  was  for  the 
season  of  1901,  it  was  all  important  to  get  its  advertisements 
out  in  Februar}^  and  that  it  could  not  have  taken  any  initial 
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step  without  the  active  intervention  and  influence  of  the 
defendant,  and  therefore  in  that  way  he  was  "  indirectly/' 
within  the  meaning  of  the  covenant,  engaged  in  the  sweet 
pea  business  by  helping  the  Seed  Supply  Co.  to  carry  it  on. 

J.  W.  St.  John,  for  appellant. 

J.  B.  O'Brian,  for  plaintiff. 

The  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Maclennan, 
Moss,  JJ.A.)  held,  Maclennan,  J.A.,  dissenting,  that  the 
covenant  had  been  broken.  '  What  defendant  did  was  an 
engaging  in  the  business  of  selling  sweet  pea  seeds,  and  was 
not  the  less  so  because  the  seed  supply  company  paid  the 
necessary  disbursements.  Good  faith  and  the  terms  of  his 
covenant  required  that  he  should  not  use  the  advertising 
space — the  only  effective  means  of  interfering  with  the 
plaintiff's  business — for  his  own  benefit,  and  he  was  equally 
prevented  from  doing  by  another  that  which  he  could  not 
himself  do. 

Per  Maclennan,  J.A. — Having  regard  to  Smith  v.  Han- 
cock, [1894]  2  Ch.  377,  the  judgment  below  cannot  be  main- 
tained. The  acts  of  the  defendant  do  not  constitute  com- 
petition or  interference  with  the  plaintiff's  business,  upon 
the  proper  construction  of  the  language  of  the  covenant. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

J.  B.  O'Brian,  Toronto,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

St.  John  &  Boss,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  defendant. 


April  10th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

WITTY  V.  LONDON  STREET  RAILWAY  CO. 

Street  Railways  —  Accident  —  Me4ical  Evidence  Evenly  Balanced — 

Misdirection— Damages — New  Trial. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  Lount,  J.,  in 
favour  of  plaintiff  upon  a  verdict  of  a  jury  for  $5,500  In 
action  for  damages  for  injuries.  The  plaintiff  was  a  pas- 
senger in  a  car  of  defendants  on  Dundas  street.  Another 
car  ran  into  it  and  threw  iti  across  another  track,  and  it  was 
again  there  run  into  by  another  car.  The  plaintiff  alleges 
that  his  back  and  spine  are  permanently  injured. 

I.  F.  Hellfnuth  and  E.  C.  Cattanach,  for  defendants. 

W.  R.  Riddell,  K.C.,  and  J.  Cowan,  Samia,  for  plaintiff. 

The  Court  (Armour,  C.J.,  Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
JJ.A.)  held  that  the  case  upon  the  medical  evidence 
as  to  the  extent  of  the  injuries  was  rather  evenly  balanced, 
and  therefore  it  was  misdirection  for  the  trial  Judge  to  teir 
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the  jury  that  the  medical  experts  for  the  defence  did  not 
adhere  throughout  their  evidence  to  the  opinion  they  had  at 
first  expressed  as  to  the  nature  of  the  plaintiff's  disorder 
and  its  cause;  nor  should  he  have  told  the  jury  that  per- 
haps they  would  be  justified  in  thinking  that  two  doctors 
who  had  watched  the  progress  of  the  plaintiff's  health  since 
the  accident  were  better  capable  of  forming  a  fair  estimate 
of  his  prospects  of  complete  recovery  than  those  physicians 
who  had  not.  Semarks  such  as  these  are  calculated  to 
minimize  the  evidence  adduced  by  defendants  and  to  dispose 
the  jury  not  to  give  it  the  full  consideration  or  weight  to 
which  otherwise  they  might  have  thought  it  entitled.  The 
damages  too  are  very  large,  and  the  jury  were  considerably 
affected  by  the  charge. 

New  trial  ordered.     Costs  of  trial  and  subsequent  pro- 
ceedings to  abide  event.     Costs  of  appeal  to  defendants. 

Cowan,    McCarthy,    &    Towers,    Sarnia,    solicitors    for 
plaintiff. 

Hellmuth  &  Ivey,  London,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


April  10th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

BE  VILLAGE  OP  MARKHAM  AND  TOWN  OF  AURORA. 

Municipal  Corporation— Bonus  to  Factory— By-law  to  Secure  Removal 
of  Industry — Determination  of  Proprietor  of  Established  In- 
dustry does  not  make  By-law  Validr—Time—63  Vict.  (O.)  ch.  33, 
sec.  9,  sub-sec.  (e) — R.  8.  O.  1897  ch.  22Sy  sec.  396, 

Appeal  by  the  village  of  Markham  from  order  of  Lount, 
J.,  refusing  a  motion  to  quash  by-laws  Nos.  192  and  193 
passed  by  the  town  of  Aurora  in  the  county  of  York.  In 
1897  the  firm  of  Underbill  &  Sisman  established  a  boot  and 
shoe  factory  in  Markham,  in  the  county  of  York.  On 
January  30th,  1901,  the  by-laws  were  introduced.  The  first 
by-law  granted  the  said  firm  a  cash  bonus  of  $10,000  to 
enable  them  to  purchase  land  and  equip  a  factory  for  carry- 
ing on  their  business  in  the  town  of  Aurora ;  and  the  second 
by-law  exempted  them  from  taxes  (except  school  rates)  and 
water  rates  for  ten  years.  The  Judge  below  held  that  the 
case  was  not  within  63  Vict.  ch.  33,  sec.  9,  sub-sec.  (e), 
amending  sec.  591  of  the  Municipal  Act,  because  the  firm 
had  decided  to  remove  their  business  from  Markham,  and 
that  being  notoriously  the  case  (the  firm  having  been  in 
communication  with  other  municipalities)  and  the  respond- 
ents, being  so  informed  and  believing,  were  quite  within 
their  rights  in  trying  to  secure  the  establishment  of  the 
business  in  their  town. 
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W.  E.  Raney  and  A.  Mills,  for  appellants. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  T.  H.  Lennox,  Aurora,  for 
respondents. 

The  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Maclennan, 
Moss,  JJ.A.)  held  that  the  determination  of  Under- 
hill  &  Sisman  to  remove  their  factory  from  the  village  of 
Markham  did  not  relieve  the  respondents  from  the  prohibi- 
tion against  passing  by-laws  granting  bonuses  to  secure  the 
removal  of  such  an  industry  to  Aurora,  because  that  pro- 
hibition is  by  the  Act  plainly  against  the  passage  of  a  by-law 
to  secure  the  removal  of  an  industry  already  established 
elsewhere  in  the  Province.  The  determination  to  remove 
when  come  to  was  not  to  remove  to  any  particular  locality, 
and  the  removal  to  Aurora  was  made  afterwards  by  reason 
of  the  passage  of  the  by-laws.  Held,  also,  that  the  by-laws, 
which  are  ultra  vires,  having  been  attacked  within  three 
months  of  their  registration  under  sec.  396  of  the  Muni- 
cipal Act,  tne  Court  should  not  decline  to  set  them  aside. 
Appeal  allowed  with  costs  and  by-laws  quashed  with  costs. 

Mills,  Raney,  Anderson,  &  Hales,"  Toronto,  solicitors  for 
-  appellants. 

T.  H.  Lennox,  Aurora,  solicitor  for  respondents. 


April  11th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

MOORE  V.  J.  D.  MOORE  CO. 

Master  and  Servant—Injury  to  Servant— Moving  Machinenf-^Guard 
—Factories  Act— Negligence  of  Boy  of  H  Tears—Momentary 
Inattentions-Question  for  Jury— Age  Limit  in  Criminal  Cases 
does  not  Apply  to  Civil  Matters. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  Stri&et,  J.,  dis- 
missing action  by  Adam  Moore,  an  infant  14  years  of  age 
(by  his  next  friend),  for  damages,  at  common  law  and  under 
Workmen's  Compensation  Act,  for*  injuries  sustained  while 
at  work  in  defendants'  factory  in  the  town  of  St.  Mary's. 
The  plaintiff  when  straightening  some  pieces  of  wood,  as 
directed  by  the  foreman,  at  the  side  of  a  machine  called  a 
dove-tailer,  put  his  hand  on  it  to  rub  oflf  some  dust  and 
became  entangled  in  it,  and  lost  one  of  his  arms.  At  the 
close  of  the  plaintiff's  case  the  defendants  moved  for  a  non- 
suit. The  jury  in  answer  to  seven  questions  found,  that  the 
boy  put  his  hand  in  the  machine  above  the  plate;  that  the 
knives  of  the  machine  were  not,  as  far  as  practicable, 
^^ecurely  guarded;  that  defendants  were  negligent  in  not 
further  guarding;  that  the  cause  of  the  accident  was  the 
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defendants'  negligence  in  not  securely  guarding^  and  in  the 
inattention  of  Ward,  the  operator  of  the  machine;  that  the 
plaintiff  had  used  reasonable  care  for  a  boy  of  his  age;  and 
assessed  the  damages  at  $500. 

The  trial  Judge  dismissed  the  action  on  the  ground  that 
the  plaintiff  had  made  out  no  case  of  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  defendants  which  caused  the  accident:  Roberts  v. 
Taylor,  31  0.  R.  10;  Seven  on  Negligence,  2nd  ed.,  p.  190; 
Nagle  V.  Alleghany,  88  Pa.  St.  35.  He  was  of  opinion  that 
the  single  question  for  decision  was  whether,  in  the  absence 
of  any  evidence  to  shew  that  a  boy  over*  14  years  is  not  cap- 
able of  understanding  so  simple  a  question  of  danger  as  was 
here  presented  to  him,  and  in  spite  of  his  own  evidence  that 
he  did  understand,  the  question  whether  he  did  or  did  not 
understand  it,  must  nevertheless  be  submitted  to  the  jury. 
The  boy  was  over  14  years  and  a  line  on  the  question  of 
capacity  must  be  drawn  somewhere.  Here  the  boy  put  his 
hand  on  the  machine  designedly  (though  he  says  he  had 
brushed  the  dust  off  on  other  occasions),  and  not  by  acci- 
dent, though  at  the  time  the  operator  was  a  yard  away  look- 
ing out  of  a  window. 

J.  Idington,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

J.  P.  Mabee,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

The  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,Maclennan,Moss,JJ.A.) 
held  that  the  machine  was  a  dangerous  one,  and  was  run 
at  the  rate  of  3,000  revolutions  a  minute,  and  when  rimning 
the  knives  would  appear  like  a  solid  cylinder.  The  object 
of  the  Factories  Act  in  providing  that  in  every  factory  all 
dangerous  parts  of  machinery  should  as  far  as  practicable 
be  securely  guarded,  was  for  the  protection  not  only  of  those 
operating  such  machinery,  but  also  of  those  whose  business 
brings  them  in  close  proximity  to  it.  The  defendants 
neglected  their  duty  in  this  respect,  and  were  guilty  of  what 
may  properly  be  called  deliberate  negligence,  which  was  the 
effective  cause  of  the  accident.  And  the  jury  must  pas» 
upon  the  question  which  then  arises,  as  to  whether  the  lad 
was  guilty  of  such  negligence  as  severed  the  causal  connec- 
tion  between  their  negligence  and  his  injury.  It  cannot 
be  said  that  a  person  exercising  reasonable  care,  and,  in  a 
mo&ent  of  thoughtlessness,  forgetfulness,  or  inattention « 
meeting  with  an  injury  caused  by  the  deliberate  negligence 
of  another,  is  deprived  of  his  remedy  for  his  injury.  In  all 
such  cases  it  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury.  There  is  my 
ground  upon  which  the  question  of  contributory  negligence 
could  in  this  case  have  been  withdrawn  from  the  jury  had 
the  plaintiff  been  an  adult,  and  there  is  still  less  ground  as 
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he  is  a  boy  of  15  years.  The  hard  and  fast  i^ule  in  criminal 
cases  as  to  the  age  of  14  is  inapplicable  to  civil  cases.  In 
the  latter,  the  age^  capacity,  and  experience  of  the  infant 
must  be  considered  by  the  jury  in  ascertaining  what  measure 
of  reasonable  care  must  be  exacted  from  him:  Crocker  v. 
Banks,  4  T.  L.  B.  324.  The  jury  has' negatived  contributory 
negligence  by  fihding  that  the  plaintiff  used  reasonable  care 
for  a  boy  of  his  age. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs  and  judgment  for  plaintiff  to 
be  entered  below  with  costs  on  High  Court  scale. 

laington  &  Robertson,  Stratford,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 
E.  W.  Harding,  St.  Mary^s,  solicitor  for  defendants. 


April  11th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

TOWN  OF  WHITBY  v.  G.  T.  R.  CO. 

Railways—Pleading— Amendment  —  Damages,  Measure  of— Breach  of 
iStatute  by  Removal  of  Railway  Workshops — Consirudian  of 
Statute— 45  Yict.  ch.  $7,  sec,  97  (O.J 

Motion  by  plaintiff  pursuant  to  leave  given  in  the  judg- 
ment of  this  Court  (1  0.  L.  R  480)  on  the  appeal  from  the 
judgment  of  Boyd,  C.  (32  0.  R.  99),  for  leave  to  amend  ^o 
as  to  claim  a  remedy  (if  any)  against  defendants  by  reason 
of  the  breach  of  the  prohibition  contained  in  45  Vict.  ch. 
€7,  sec.  37  (0.),  which  provides  that  "the  workshops  now 
existing  at  the  town  of  Whitby,  on  the  Whitby  section,  shall 
not  be  removed  by  the  consolidated  company  without  the 
consent  of  the  council  of  the  corporation  of  the  town  of 
Whitby." 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  J.  E.  Farewell,  K.C.,  for 
plaintiffs. 

W.  Cassels,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

The  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,Maclennan,Moss,JJ.A.) 
held  that  the  provisions  of  the  above  section  were  intro- 
duced to  protect  the  plaintiffs  against  the  removal  of  .the 
workshops  at  the  sole  will  of  the  Midland  Railway  Com- 
pany, and  the  defendants  have  succeeded  to  the  position  of 
that  company,  and  assumed  and  become  liable  to  its  obliga- 
tions. The  workshops  having  been  removed  partly  by  each 
company,  and  no  injunction  sought  or  obtained,  the  plain- 
tiffs are  not  left  without  a  remedy,  but  ought  to  be  allowed 
to  shew  in  this  action  such  damages  as  have  fairly  resulted 
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f-om  the  breach,  such  as  loss  of  taxes  as  long  as  the  build- 
ings would  last,  but  those  damages  cannot  be  assessed  upon 
the  basis  of  the  prohibition  being  against  the  shutting  down 
of  or  the  reducing  the  extent  of  the  work  carried  on  in  the 
workshops.  Some  of  the  bases  as  to  damages  are  indicated 
in  Village  of  Brussels  v.  Ronald,  11  A.  R.  605,  City  of  St. 
Thomas  v.  Credit  Valley  R.  W.  Co.,  15  0.  R.  673,  but  the 
plaintiffs  should  not  be  tied  down  to  these  or  claims  of  a 
similar  kind,  if  there  are  any  others  that  may  appear  to  be 
fair  and  reasonable  damages  to  them  as  a  corporation. 

Order  made  allowing  plaintiffs  to  amend.  Reference  to 
Master  at  Whitby  as  to  damages  upon  plaintiffs'  election  to 
take  it  within  one  month.  Costs  to  and  including  judgment 
to  defendants.  Further  directions  and  subsequent  costs 
reserved.     If  election  not  made,  motion  dismissed  with  costs. 

J.  E.  Farewell,  Whitby,  solicitor  for  plaintiffs. 

Bell  &  Biggar,  Belleville,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


April  12th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

BANFIELD  v.  HAMILTON  BRASS  CO. 

Master  and  Servant— Contract  —  Exclusive  Territory  —  Hescission" 
Continuance  in  Employment  after  Expiration  of  Contract-^ 
Evidence  of  Intention  to  Abandon — Part  Payment  of  Com" 
mission. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  Lount,  J.,  in 
action  for  an  account  under  an  agreement  made  in  August, 
1897,  between  the  parties,  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  assigned 
certain  territory  within  which  he  was  to  be  entitled  to  a 
commission  on  sales,  whether  made  by  himself  or  others,  of 
defendants'  cash  register.  The  defendants  alleged  a  rescis- 
sion of  the  contract  by  a  certain  letter  written  to  plaintiff, 
after  an  interview  in  Ottawa  with  defendants'  manager,  in 
(November,  1897.  The  letter  advised  plaintiff  that,  in  accord- 
ance with  what  was  said  at  the  interview,  the  contract  was 
thereby  cancelled,  and  that  he  could,  if  he  chose,  continue 
to  sell  registers  for  defendants,  but  without  exclusive  rights 
to  any  territory;  and  that  they  were  to  be  at  liberty  to 
employ  other  agents  in  the  territory  formerly  assigned  to 
him.  The  trial  Judge  held  that  the  agreement  had  not  been 
cancelled  at  the  interview  which  took  place,  and  that  the 
letter  had  not  been  sent  to  plaintiff,  having  regard  to  the 
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subsequent  conduct  of  the  parties,  the  correspondence  be- 
tween them,  the  condition  of  the  fac-simile  of  the  letter  m 
the  letter-book,  and  the  variance  between  the  testimony  of 
defendants'  manager  on  discovery  and  at  the  trial. 

G.  Lynch-Staunton,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

W.  N.  Ferguson,  for  plaintiflf. 

The  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
JJ.A.)  held  that  the  finding  of  the  trial  Judge  on  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  agreement  was  or  was  not  put  an  end  lo 
should  not  be  disturbed;  and  moreover  the  subsequent  con- 
duct of  the  parties  corroborates  the  plaintiff's  denial  of  its 
termination.  It  continued  therefore  in  force  for  a  year, 
and  there  is  no  evidence  that  at  the  expiration  of  the  year 
any  change  in  the  terms  of  the  plaintiff's  employment  was 
contemplated.  He  continued  to  do  business  for  them  as 
before,  and  their  letters  appear  almost  conclusive  that  no 
change  was  made.  Nor  should  the  finding  below  be  inter- 
fered with,  holding  that  the  plaintiff  in  cashing  certain 
cheques  of  the  company  for  amounts  due  to  him,  without 
making  any  claim  for  commissions  on  sales  made  by  other 
agents  in  his  territory,  did  not  intend  to  abandon  his 
right  to  commissions  on  other  sales  not  specified  in  the 
statements  accompanying  the  cheques.  Looking  at  the 
correspondence,  the  plaintiff's  employment  and  his  authority 
to  sell  for  defendants  were  terminated  when  they  directed 
him  to  return  his  samples. 

Judgment  below  varied  by  limiting  the  account  directed 
to  be  taken  to  sales  made  between  27th  August,  1897,  and 
26th  February,  1899.  In  other  respects  judgment  affirmed 
and  appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Millar  &  Ferguson,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Staunton  &  O'Heir,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


April  12th,  1902. 
C.  A. 
BAKES  V.  ROYAL  INSURANCE  CO. 

Fire  Insurance — Proofs  of  Lose— Delay  in  Oivinff—lSth  Statutory 
Condition — Disputed  Oicnership  of  Lumber  Insured— Estoppel, 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  Falconbridge, 
C.J.,  in  action  to  recover  amount  of  loss  of  certain  lumber, 
etc.,  insured  under  policies  issued  by  defendants.       After 
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effecting  the  insurance  with  these  defendants,  certain  loans 
were  made  by  one  Thompson,  now  deceased,  upon  the 
security  of  the  lumber,  and  he  insured,  as  owner,  with  other 
insurance  companies,  who,  after  the  fire,  paid  the  loss.  The 
fire  took  place  on  20th  June,  1897.  The  Chief  Justice  he  id 
(1)  that  the  plaintiff,  not  having  furnished  proofs  of  loss 
until  March,  1898,  and  not  "having  given  sufficient  excuse 
for  the  delay,  had  failed  to  comply  with  the  13th  statutory 
condition:  Atlas  v.  Brownell,  29  S.  C.  R.  637;  (2)  that  upon 
the  evidence  the  ownership  of  the  lumber  was  really  in 
Thompson;  ..uat  Baker  so  admitted  in  the  presence  of  de- 
fendants' adjuster,  and  the  agents  of  the  other  insurance 
companies,  who  had  paid  Thompson;  and  that  plaintiff  was 
in  effect  estopped  now  from  asserting  ownership. 

W.  Nesbitt,  K.C.,  and  H.  E.  Rose,  for  plaintiff. 

W.  M.  Douglas,  K.C.,  and  C.  S.  Maclnnes,  for  defendants. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler, 
Maclennan,  Moss,  JJ.A.)  was  delivered  by 

Osler,  J.A.,  holding,  upon  a  review  of  the  evidence,  that 
the  judgment  below  should  be  affirmed.  The  ownership  was  in 
dispute,  the  parties  claiming  as  owners  and  the  insurers  met, 
and  the  plaintiff  conceded  that  the  property  was  Thompson's, 
and  his  insurers  accepted  that  situation  and  paid  accordingly, 
and  that  is  evidence  in  this  action  against  the  other  insurers 
that  he  was  not  the  owner,  and  these  defendants  are  entitled 
to  succeed,  or  it  ought  to  be  found  upon  the  evidence  that, 
when  all  parties  met,  an  agreement  was  arrived  at  that  the 
lumber  was  Thompson's,  and  not  plaintiff^  and  that  his 
insurers  and  not  the  defendants  should  pay,  and  a  case  of 
estoppel  thus  arises.  Disposing  of  the  case  on  the  merits, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  consider  the  question  of  the  violation 
of  the  13th  statutory  condition,  but  the  Court  is  not  op- 
posed to  the  view  taken  by  the  Chief  Justice. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Hewson  &  Creswicke,  Barrie,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

McCarthy,  Osier,  &  Co.,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  defend- 
ants. 


April  12th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

TUCKETT-LAWRY  v.  LAMOUREAUX. 

Will—Legacj^Ademption—Admis8ildlitp  of  Evidence  as  to. 

Appeal   by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  Ferguson,  J., 
(1  0.  L.  R.  364)  dismissing  action  to  recover  the  balance  of 
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BJX  anniuty  alleged  to  be  due  to  plaintiff  under  the  wilt  o^ 
her  deceased  father,  George  £.  Tuekett.  The  defendant* 
are  the  executors  and  trus^t^ee.  The  testator  bequeathe<l 
annuities  of  $6,000  each  to  his  two  daughters.  Subsequedtly, 
having  transferred  to  one  of  the  daughters  securities  pro* 
ducing  $1,200  a  year,  he  (by  codicil)  reduced,  for  that  ex- 
pressed reason,  her  annuity  to  $4,800.  A  few  months  later 
he  assigned  securities  of  similar  value  to  the  plaintiff,  the 
other  daughter,  and,  by  private  memorandum,  intimated  that 
there  was  to  be  a  corresponding  deduction  from  her  share 
of  his  estate.  Evidence  was  adduced  of  his  having  instructed 
his  solicitor  to  alter  the  will  accordingly,  but  he  died  almost 
immediately  after  giving  such  instructions,  without  having 
made  the  alteration.  Ferguson,  J.,  held  that  the  evidence 
was  admissible  to  shew,  and  did  shew,  that  the  assignment 
of  the  securities  to  plaintiff  was  intended  to  operate  as  an 
ademption  pro  tanto  of  the  legacy  to  her. 

E.  Martin,  K.C.,  and  A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  appel- 
lant. 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  and  E.  H.  Ambrose,  Hamilton,  for 
defendants. 

The  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Moss,  JJ.A.)  held 
that  the  judgment  was  right. 

Moss,  J.A. — The  act  of  the  testator  in  transferring  the 
securities  was  an  act  of  bounty  as  much  as  the  provision 
in  the  will,  and  it  was  of  the  same  nature.  It  must  be  heM 
to  fall  within  the  rule  stated  by  Kay,  L.J.,  in  In  re  Lacon,. 
[1891]  2  Ch.  at  p.  501.  It  was  urged  that  there  was  a  sub- 
stantial difference  in  the  nature  of  the  two  gifts,  suflScient, 
in  the  absence  of  evidence  of  intention,  to  rebut  the  pre- 
sumption. The  difference  is,  that  as  regards  the  sum  pro- 
ducing the  $1,200  the  plaintiff  has  the  absolute  power  of 
disposing  of  it  at  any  time,  and,  if  she  chooses  to  disregard 
the  testator's  earnest  wish  to  the  contrary,  she  may  deprive 
herself  of  the  enjoyment  of  the  income  during  the  remainder 
of  her  life.  But  the  circumstance  that  the  limitations  of 
the  portions  differ  is  not  sufficient  to  prevent  the  applicatiorr 
of  the  principle  of  ademption :  Earl  of  Durham  v  Whartou, 
3  CI.  &  Fin.  146;  Twining  v.  Powell,  2  Coll.  261.  The  oral 
evidence,  so  far  from  rebutting  the  presumption,  fortifies 
the  intrinsic  evidence  derived  from  the  nature  of  the  two 
provisions,  and  aids  the  view  that  the  testator  intended  that 
the  provision  made  in  his  lifetime  should  go  in  part  satis- 
faction of  the  provision  made  by  the  will.  Appeal  dismissed 
with  costs. 

Mewburn  &  Ambrose,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Martin  &  Martin,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  defendants. 
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April  12th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

DOVER  v.  DENNE. 

Tru9te0— Liability  for  Ads  of  Co-tnuiee— Executor  becoming  Trustee 
after  PaeHng  Accounte-'Acting  Honestly  and  Reasonably  and 
Ought  Fairly  to  be  Exeusedr^2  Yict.  ch.  15,  sec.  1  (0.)— Effect 
of  Bequest  of  Testator  to  Trustee  io  let  Co-trustee  Manage 
Estate. 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  order  of  Ferguson,  J.,  dismis- 
fiing  appeal  from  report  of  Master  at  Peterborough  finding 
that  defendant  Denne,  one  of  the  three  trustees  under  the 
will  of  Stephen  Wood,  who  died  in  1892,  was  not  liable  to 
make  good  a  loss  of  about  $5,800  incurred  by  reason  of  a 
breach  of  trust  by  his  co-trustee,  Bumham,  who  died  in 
December,  1897.  The  Master  found  that  Denne  had  no 
reason  to  suspect  that  Burnham,  whose  reputation  for  hon- 
esty and  integrity  was  very  high  in  the  community,  would 
be  guilty  of  misappropriation  of  the  trust  funds;  that  when 
the  testator  was  about  to  make  his  will  he  asked  Denne  to 
become  one  of  his  executors  and  trustees,  but  Denne  re- 
fused, because,  as  he  said,  he  was  old  and  did  not  know 
about  such  things,  whereupon  the  testator  told  him  he  did 
not  want  him  to  act  in  any  way,  because  Burnham  would 
manage  everything,  as  he  had  always  been  theretofore  doing 
(Bumham  having  been  the  testator's  solicitor),  and  that  he 
(testator)  merely  wanted  Denne's  name,  in  order  that,  if 
anything  should  happen  to  Burnham,  JDenne  would  com- 
municate with  testator's  son-in-law  in  England,  the  defend- 
ant Carruthers;  that  thereupon  Denne  consented,  honestly 
believing  that  he  was  not  obliged  to  take  any  part  in  the 
management  of  the  estate.  The  Master  also  found  that  the 
beneficiaries  and  third  trustee  (Carruthers)  acquiesced  in 
the  sole  management  of  the  estate  by  Bumham. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  E.  B.  Edwards,  K.C,,  for 
plaintiffs. 

Q.  H.  Watson,  K.C,  and  Louis  M.  Hayes,  Peterborough,, 
for  defendant  Denne. 

The  Oourt  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Maclennan, 
JJ.A.)  held  that  the  report  of  the  Master  was  right  and  the 
appeal  should  be  dismissed. 

Maclennan,  J.A. — On  the  passing  of  the  accounts,  all 
debts  and  charges  having  been  paid,  and  the  residue  ascer- 
tained, the  executors  became  trustees  of  the  testator's  estate^ 
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21  nd  the  liability  of  the  respondent  must  be  determined  in 
that  regard:  Be  Willey,  W.  N.  1890,  p.  1;  Re  Smith,  42  Ch. 
D.  302;  Be  Chipman,  [1896]  2  Ch.  773;  Philipps  v.  Mun- 
nings,  2  M.'&  Cr.  309,  314;  Dix  v.  Burford,  19  Beav.  409, 
412.  Then,  regarded  as  a  trustee,  was  the  respondent  guilty 
of  such  default  as  to  make  him  liable?  There  is  no  question 
of  the  honesty  of  his  conduct.  He  trusted  Burnham,  and 
had  no  reason  to  suspect  him,  a  circumstance  considered 
material  in  such  cases.  See  In  re  Gasquoine,  [1894]  1  Ch. 
476.  Of  course  it  cannot  be  contended  that  confidence  in  a 
co-trustee,  or  the  absence  of  reason  for  suspicion,  will  or 
ought  to  excuse  the  omission  of  a  plain,  obvious  duty;  but 
there  was  no  such  plain,  obvious  duty  omitted  or  neglected 
by  the  respondent.  The  respondent  is  not  responsible  for 
the  money  received  and  misapplied  by  Burnham,  nor  for  the 
mortgages  that  he  improperly  assigned.  Even  if  it  were 
held  that  the  respondent  was  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust,  it 
ought  also  to  be  held  that  he  had  acted  both  honestly  and 
reasonably,  and  ought  fairly  to  be  excused :  62  Vict  ch.  16, 
see.  1  (0.)  Although  what  passed  between  him  and  the 
testator  would  be  no  excuse  independently  of  the  statute, 
it  is  very  material  on  the  question  whether,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, his  conduct  was  reasonable.  See  Be  Smith,  18 
Times  L.  R.  432.     Appeal  dismissed  with  costs.    . 

E.  B.  Edwards,  Peterborough,  solicitor  for  plaintiflfs. 

Hall  &  Hayes,  Peterborough,  solicitors  for  defendant. 


April  12th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

MUBEAY  V.  WURTELE. 

Ft-omissory  Note— Agreement  not  to  Negotiate—Notice  of. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  order  of  a  Divisional  Court 
reversing  judgment  of  Boyd,  C,  dismissing  action  to  re- 
cover upon  a  promissory  note  for  $1,975  made  by  defend- 
ants J.  W.  Wurtele  &  Co.  in  favour  of  defendant  B.  A.  C. 
Wurtele,  and  indorsed  by  her  and  defendant  J.  Wurtele. 
The  Divisional  Court  held  that  the  note  sued  on  had  been 
given  to  the  Sclater  Asbestos  Company  partly  to  secure  a  debt 
due  by  defendants  J.  W.  Wurtele  &  Co.  and  partly  as  indem- 
nity against  a  note  for  the  same  amount  made  by  the  Asbestos 
Company  and  given  by  it  to  defendants  J.  W.  Wurtele  &  Co. ; 
that  the*  plaintiff  gave  value  for  and  received  the  note  from 
the  manager  of  the  Asbestos  Company,  without  notice  of  aa 
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alleged  agreement  that  the  note  was  not  to  become  negoti- 
able unl(»i*s  Wurtele  &  Co.  were  able  to  discount  the  Asl)estos 
Company's  note,  which  they  never  were  able  to  do;  iuid  that 
as  a  matter  of  fact  such  agreement  had  never  been  made. 

M.  J.  Gorman,  Ottawa,  for  defendants. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

The  Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  Osler,  Maclennan, 
Moss,  JJ.A.)  held,  after  sufaimarizing  the  facets  which  ought 
to  be  found  upon  the  evidence,  that  when  the  plaintiff  took  the 
note  from  the  Sdater  Company's  manager,  Cass,  on  account 
of  the  debt  they  owed  him,  he  had  notice  of  the  defective 
title  of  the  company,  and  knew  that  they  had  no  right  to 
negotiate  it,  and  could  not  do  so  without  committing  a 
breach  of  faith  towards  defendants,  or  otherwise.  tha*n  in 
fraud  of  their  agreement  with  them.  The  plaintiff  therefore 
acquired  no  better  title  than  the  company  had,  and  cannot 
recover  against  defendants.  Appeal  allowed  with  costs  and 
action  dismissed  with  costs. 

O'Brian  &  Hall,  L'Orignal,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 
M.  J.  Gorman,  Ottawa,  solicitor  for  defendants. 


April  16th,  1902. 

C.  A. 

MADILL  V.  TOWNSHIP  OF  CALBDON. 

Municipal  Kjorporation^Hightoatf — Non-repair  of  Sidewalk— Corpor- 
ation Liable  whether  or  not  Sidewalk  was  Constructed  by  Cor- 
poration or  Voluntary  Contribution  and  Statute  Labour— Such 
a  Walk  is  a  Part  of  the  Highway  in  the  Keeping  or  Control  of 
the  Corporation. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  Meredith,  J.,. 
in  action  for  damages  for  injuries  sustained  by  plaintiff, 
who  fell,  owing  to  a  hole  13  inches  deep,  9  inches  wide,  and 
3  feet  in  length,  which  had  existed  for  several  months  in 
the  sidewalk  upon  the  highway  of  the  3rd  line,  Caledon 
West,  in  the  hamlet  of  Alton. 

E.  P.  B.  Johnston,  K.C.,  and  E.  G.  Graham,  Brampton, 
for  defendants. 

E.  E.  A.  DuVemet,  for  plaintiff. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler, 
Maclennan,  Moss,  JJ.A.)  was  delivered  by 

Moss,  J.A. — The  judgment  below  should  be  affirmed. 
The  evidence  establishes  beyond  question  that  the  highway 
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iB  one  for  the  maintenance  of  which,  in  good  repair,  the 
(U't'cndtnits  are  resjionsible.  Their  liability  to  keep  it  in 
ivjuiir  is  achiiitkMi  as  regards  the  central  portion,  or  ])art  on 
wiiich  vehicles  travel,  but  it  is  contended  that  it  does  not 
extend  to  the  side  or  portion  on  which  the  sidewalk  is  shewn 
to  be;  tJiat  part,  however,  is  as  much  a  part  of  the  original 
road  allowance  as  tlic  centre  part,  and  may  be  lawfully  used 
by  persons  travelling  on  foot,  and  had  been  so  used  for  30 
years,  and  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  it  is  not  part  of  the 
public  highway  in  the  keeping  or  control  of  defendants.  It 
is  not  necessary  to  determine  the  origin  of  the  sidewalk.  If 
placed  there  by  defendants,  or  being  there  was  a^^sumed  by 
tlienj,  their  liability  is  cU^ar.  If  not  so  placeA  or  a^smmNl 
by  ,them,  they  allowed  it  to  remain,  and  in  its  condition  of 
non-repair  it  was  an  obstruction  to  tlie  safe  use  of  the 
travelled  way,  which  it  was  their  duty  to  remove,  and  by 
reason  of  their  neglect  the  highway  was  out  of  repair. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

W.  D.  Henry,  Orangeville,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

E.  G.  Graham,  Bnimpkm,  solicitor  for  defendants. 
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April  24th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

BASTON  V.  TORONTO  FRUIT  VINEGAR  CO. 

Contract—By  Correspondence  —  Proposal  —  Acceptance  —  **  Final 

Arrangements." 

» 

Carlile  v.  Carbolic  Smoke  Ball  Co.,  [1893]  1  Q.  B.  256, 
distingulfihed. 

Appeal  by  plaintifif  from  judgment  of  Falconbridge, 
C.J.,  cQsmissing  the  action. 

S.  B.  Woods,  for  plaintiff. 

No  one  appeared  for  defendants. 

Meredith,  C.J. — The  action  is  brought  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  the  company's  refusal  to  carry  out  an  alleged  con- 
tract between  the  plaintiff  and  them  for  the  purchase  by 
them  from  her  of  the  whole  of  her  crop  of  cucumbers  grown 
in  the  year  1900.  » 

The  company 'had  purchased  the  plaintiff's  crop  in  1899, 
and  the  agreement  for  that  year  is  in  writing  and  contains 
full  particulars  as  to  the  quantity  of  ground  to  be  planted, 
the  times  for  delivery,  price,  quality,  etc. 

On  5th  May,  1900,  the  plaintiff  wrote  to  the  company 
as  follows: — ^''Are  you  going  to  buy  cucumbers  this  year 
at  Stouffville,  and  what  are  you  going  to  pay  for  themi? 
Please  let  me  know,  as  I  want  to  make  a  contract  with  some 
one  for  them,  as  I  want  to  put  in  quite  a  few  this  year.  As 
you  have  always  dealt  fair  with  me,  I  would  like  to  sell 
you  some  more  this  year.  Please  let  me  know  by  return  of 
mail."  The  company  replied  by  post  card  on  the  6th  May, 
as  follows: — ^*' Yours  of  the  5th  instant  to  hand,  and  in 
wply  may  say  we  are  pleased  to  learn  you  are  going  to  do  a 
lot  of  growing  this  year,  and  will  be  pleased  to  take  all  you 
grow  at  same  price  as  last  year.  We  will  see  you  later  and 
make    final    arrangements."    The    plaintiff    subsequently 
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planted  six  acres  with  cucumbers  and  delivered  several  loads 
to  the  company^  who  paid  for  them,  but  it  is  clear,  upon 
the  evidence,  that  they  were  not  received  by  the  company 
as  under  the  alleged  contract  or  any  contract  with  the 
plaintiff,  but  were  received  and  paid  for  as  cucumbers 
offered  for  sale  to  the  company's  agent  at  Stouffville,  and 
purchased  by  him  on  their  account. 

I  do  not  think  that  the  post  card  amounted  to  a  proposal 
to  purchase  the  crop,  which,  according  to  plaintiff's  letter, 
she  intended  to  grow  that  year,  on  the  terms  mentioned 
in  the  post  card,  and  that  the  delivery  of  the  cucumbers 
amounted  to  an  acceptance  of  that  proposal,  which  then 
remained  open  for  acceptance  by  plaintiff. 

Carlile  v.  Carbolic  Smoke  Ball  Co.,  [1893]  1  Q.  B.  256, 
is,  I  think,  plainly  not  applicable:  see  remarks  of  Bowen, 
Ii.J.,  on  pp.  269  and  270. 

It  is  plain  that  the  company  required  further  notifica- 
tion by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  post  card  was  not  an  offer  open 
to  acceptance  by  a  mere  affirmative  answer. 

Brogden  v.  Metropolitan  B.  W.  Co.>  2  App.  Cas.  666, 
and  Clarke  v.  Gardiner,  12  Ir.  C.  L.  B.  472,  do  not  help  the 
plaintiff.  The  principle  of  the  latter  case  is  wholly  inap- 
plicable to  this  case. 

Ferguson,  J.,  concurred. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

T.  H.  Lennox,  Aurora,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

St.  John  &  Ross,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


April  10th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

WHITE  V.  MALCOLM. 

Specific  Performance — Contract  for  Sale  of  Land— Correspondence — 

Statute  of  Frauds— Agent. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  Palconbridge, 
C.J.,  in  action  to  enforce  specific  performance  of  an  alleged 
agreement  by  defendant  to  sell  to  plaintiff  five  acres  of  land 
in  the  town  of  Owen  Sound.  The  Chief  Justice  held  that 
there  was  not  a  binding  contract  to  satisfy  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  and,  also,  that  the  subject  matter  of  the  purchase 
was  unascertained,  the  offer  being  for  park  lot  6,  which  con- 
tains 18  acres  and  for  which  there  had  been  no  negotiation. 

H.  G.  Tucker,  Owen  Sound,  for  appellant. 

A.  6.  Mackay,  Owen  Sound,  for  defendant. 
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OSLER,  J.A. — One  Butherford,  who  appears  to  have 
been  desirous  of  bringing  about  a  sale  in  order  to  obtain 
a  eonunission  for  himself^  had  been  asked  by  the  plaintiff 
if  he  had  the  sale  of  the  land  in  question.  In  point  of  fact 
Butherford  had  not,  and  on  8th  February,  1901,  he  wrote 
to  defendant,  who  was  in  Winnipeg,  stating  that  he  had 
an  inquiry  about  the  land,  and  .  .  .  after  some  cor- 
respondence, Butherford  wrote  defendant  on  18th  April 
that  the  party  who  wanted  to  buy  would  go  $100  over  his 
former  offer  of  $2,000,  and  asking  defendant  to  wire  if  he 
concluded  to  accept.  The  defendant  made  no  reply,  and  in 
fact  no  such  offer  of  $2,100  had  ever  been  made  by  the 
plaintiff. 

On  the  29th  April  the  plaintiff  wrote  and  handed  to 
Butherford  the  following  offer: — "I,  William  J.  White, 
hereby  offer  to  William  M.  Malcolm,  of  the  city  of  Winnipeg, 
the  sum  of  $2,100  cash  for  park  lot  No.  6,  2nd  range,  in  the 
town  of  Owen  Sound.*' 

This  waa  the  first  and  only  time  the  plaintiff  had  made 
such  an  offer;  it  was  not  conununicated  to  the  defendant; 
but  on  the  same  day  Butherford  telegraphed  to  defendant: 
"Wm  $2,100  cash  take  park  lot.  Answer.''  And  on  the 
same  day  defendant  replied :  "  Accept  offer,  but  will  not  sell 
the  house  now."  The  latter  part  of  the  telegram  referred 
to  other  property  of  defendant,  which  Butherford  had  some 
time  before  been  specially  authorized  to  sell.  Butherford 
shewed  this  telegram  to  the  plaintiff,  but  nothing  further 
passed  between  the  parties  until  the  2nd  May,  when  Buther- 
ford wrote  defendant  enclosing  for  execution  by  defendant 
and  his  wife  a  conveyance  which  he  had  at  his  own  expense 
caused  to  be  prepared  by  a  solicitor.  In  this  letter  he  says : 
"Mr.  Wm.  J.  White  came  to  me  and  offered  $2,100,  as  I 
telegraphed  you,  and  which  you  replied  I  was  to  accept. 
Mr.  White  thinksi  the  offer  he  made  to  you  a  very  good  one, 
but  it  16  his  own,  and  he  will  have  to  be  satisfied."  The 
defendant  declined  to  negotiate  further,  and  on  the  llth 
May  this  action  was  brought.  Throughout  the  correspond- 
ence Rutherford  was  not  the  agent  of  either  party  for  the 
purpose  of  making  a  contract  except  in  so  far  as  he  may 
have  been  made  the  defendant's  agent  by  the  latter's  tele- 
gram of  the  29th  April.  It  is  doubtful  whether  that  ought 
to  be  read  as  meaning  an  acceptance  by  the  defendant  him- 
self— I  accept  offer — referring  to  the  offer  untruly  stated  in 
Rutherford's  letter  of  the  18th  April  to  have  been  made  on 
the  previous  day,  or  aa  a  direction  to  Butherford  to  accept 
that  or  any  other  offer  which  might  be  made  to  buy  at  the 
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price  of  $2^00.  If  it  means  the  former^  there  was  no  offer 
in  existence  to  which  the  acceptance  could  be  applied,  and, 
even  if  Rutherford's  letter  had  stated  the  facts  truthfully, 
the  name  of  the  proposed  purchaser  had  not  been  given,  and 
the  telegram  cannot  refer  to  plaintiff's  written  offer  of  the 
29th  April,  because  the  defendant  was  in  ignorance  that  any 
such  offer  had  been  made.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  tele- 
gram is  to  be  regarded  as  a  direction  to  Rutherford,  it  is 
no  more  than  an  answer  ix)  his  inquiry  whether  the  defend- 
ant will  sell  at  the  price  named.  It*  contemplates  that  a 
contract  will  be  subsequently  entered  into :  Harvey  v.  Facey, 
[1893]  A.  C.  552:  and  is  an  authority  to  Rutherford  to 
accept  any  offer  which  may  be  made  to  buy  at  that  price. 
Rutherford  never  axjted  effectively  upon  that  authority,  as 
he  did  not  accept  the  plaintiff's  offer  in  writing.  In  no 
point  of  view,  therefore,  is  there  any  valid  contract  in  writ- 
ing betweeivthe  parties  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  and  the  judgment  of  the  learned  trial  Judge  should 
be  affirmed  on  the  ground  on  which  he  rested  it.  The  evi- 
dence suggests  more  than  one  other  difficulty  in  the  plain- 
tiffs way,  but  into  them  it  is  not  necessary  to  enter. 

Armour,  C.J.O.,  Maclennan  and  Moss,  JJ.A.,  con- 
curred. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

H.  6.  Tucker,  Owen  Sound,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

McKay  &  Sampson,  Owen  Sound,  solicitors  for  defend- 
ants. 


April  10th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

BONNVILLE  v.  GRAND  TRUNK  R.  W.  CO. 

Railtoaya^Infury  to  Person  Crossing  a  Main  Street  of  a  Toum 
having  Eight  Tracks— High  Degree  of  Care  which  should  be 
Exercised  by  Defendants—Negligence  of  Defendants — Prowimate 
Cause— To  Fasten  Liability  on  Defendants  Immaterial  to  Shew 
that  Tracks  not  Lawfully  upon  the  Street. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  Falcon- 
bridge,  C.J.,  in  favour  of  plaintiff  in  action  for  damages 
for  injuries  sustained  by  plaintiff  who  was  run  down  by  a 
box  car  which  was  bein^  shunted  by  an  engine  along  one 
of  the  eight  tracks  of  defendants  crossing  King  street  in 
the  town  of  Midland.  The  Chief  Justice  held  that  the  de- 
fendants, having  so  many  tracks  in  such  a  busy  locality, 
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without  apparent  authority,  were  certainly  bound  to  exer- 
cise a  very  high  degree  of  care,  even  if  no  greater  legal 
responsibility  attached  by  reason  of  the  alleged  unauthorized 
use  of  the  highway;  that  the  negligent  and  illegal  conduct 
of  the  defendants  was  the  direct  and  proximate  cause  of  the 
plaintiff's  injury;  that  plaintiff  had  not  been  guilty  of  negli- 
gence; and  that,  even  if  he  had,  the  defendants  could  in  the 
result,  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  and  diligence,  by 
having  the  car  under  control,  have  avoided  the  accident. 

W.  Nesbitt,  K.C.,  and  H.  E.  Rose,  for  appellants. 

E.  F.  B.  Johnston,  K.C.,  for  plaintiflf. 

Armour,  CJ.O. — I  do  not  think  that  the  conclusions 
arrived  at  by  the  Chief  Justice  depend  at  all  upon  the  ques- 
tion whether  or  not  all  of  the  eight  tracks  of  the  defendants' 
railway  crossing  the  main  street  of  the  town,  along  which 
the  plaintiff  was  lawfully  walking  when  he  was  injured  by 
the  cars  of  th^  defendants,  were  lawfully  upon  the  street, 
for  his  conclusions  are  supported  by  the  evidence,  assum- 
ing that  they  were  there  lawfully.  The  care  that  the  de- 
fendants were  bound  to  take  in  maintaining  all  these  tracks 
across  the  main  street,  and  running  and  shunting  their 
cars  upon  them,  was  a  care  commensurate  with  the  danger 
occasioned  thereby  to  those  passing  along  the  street,  and 
such  care,  the  Chief  Justice  rightly  held,  the  defendants 
did  not  take.  Under  the  circumstances  the  plaintiff  was 
not  guilty  of  negligence. 

OsLER,  J.A. — The  plaintiff  was  rightfully  passing  along 
the  highway,  and  in  doing  so  attempting  to  pass  over  the 
eight  lines  of  track.  I  do  not  assent  to  the  view  that  these 
tracks  were  wrongfully  there,  or  laid  down  without  author- 
ity, but  it  is  not  necessary  to  determine  that,  if  it  has  not 
been  already  decided.  But,  even  though  they  were  lawfully 
there,  the  public  had  the  right  to  cross  them  in  going  about 
their  lawful  business  .  .  .  and  it  was  incumbent  on  de- 
fendants— so  at  least  a  Judge  and  jury  might  find — ^to  take 
special  precautions  against  running  into  persons  passing 
over  the  tracks,  more  particularly  when  the  work  of  shunt- 
ing cars  was  going  on,  an  operation  which,  from  the  comh 
parative  slowness  and  quietness  with  which  it  is  done,  does 
not  convey  to  persons  on  or  near  the  tracks  the  same  warn- 
ing which  a  large  train  in  motion  would  do.  It  appears  to 
me  that  when  the  plaintiff  was  seen  by  the  person  in  charge 
of  the  car  which  hurt  him,  while  some  200  feet  away,  and 
standing  still,  apparently  unconscious  of  the  approach  of 
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the  car,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  former  to  so  manage  it  that 
it  should  not  run  against  him.  He  had  plenty  of  lime  to 
stop  the  car,  and  in  considering  whether  it  was  reasonable 
that  he  should  have  done  so,  the  simple  nature  of  the  opera- 
tion he  was  engaged  in  is  to  be  regarded,  as  the  car  could 
very  easily  have  been  stopped  and  the  work  delayed  for  a 
time  without  inconvenience  to  any  one.  Instead  of  doing 
so  or  reducing  the  speed  so  as  to  bring  the  car  more  under 
control,  he  seems  to  have  let  it  go  on,  hoping  that  the 
plaintiff  would  move,  until  it  was  too  late  to  avoid  collision. 
I  do  not  think  that  the  trial  Judge  was  wrong  in  holding  that 
for  this  the  defendants  must  answer.  .  .  .  Whatever 
may  be  said  of  plaintiff's  negligence,  the  proximate  cause  of 
the  accident  was  defendants'  negligence.  Perhaps  the 
plaintiff  was  standing  too  near  the  track.  I  do  not  think 
he  was  consciously  doing  so.  But  he  was  not  aware  of  the 
approaching  car,  while  the  person  in  charge  was  aware  of 
him  and  might  have  avoided  the  collision  by  stopping  it  in 
time. 

Maclennan  and  Moss,  JJ.A.,  concurred. 
Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 
John  Bell,  Belleville,  solicitor  for  appellants. 
B.  D.  Gunn,  Orillia,  solicitor  for  respondent. 

MacMahon,  J.  April  19th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

IROQUOIS  ELECTRIC  LIGHT  CO.  v.  VILLAGE  OF 

IROQUOIS. 

Municipal  Corporation—Electric  Light  Plant— Compulwry  Expropri- 
ation—*' Have  Supplied  "— /?.  8.  O.  ch,  223,  sec,  566,  sub-sec.  h 
as  amended  by  62  Vict.  (2)  ch.  26,  sec.  35,  sub-sec.  i  (a). 

Action  by  the  plaintiffs  (the  company  and  Patrick  Keefe) 
for  a  mandatory  injunction  requiring  defendants  to  make 
an  offer  to  purchase  the  electric  light  plant  in  the  village  of 
Iroquois  belonging  to  the  plaintiff  company,  and,  if  the 
offer  be  not  accepted,  then  for  the  appointment  of  an  arbi- 
trator for  the  purpose  of  valuing  the  same  under  the  Muni- 
cipal Act  to  determine  the  compensation  to  be  paid  for  said 
plant  and  to  compel  defendants  to  take  it  over  at  the  value 
so  fixed. 

D.  B.  Maclennan,  K.C.,  and  C.  H.  Cline,  Cornwall,  for 

plaintiffs. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  Adam  Johnston,  Morrisburg, 
for  defendants. 
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MacMahon,  J. —    ...    In  1895  a  by-law  authorizing 
a  contract  with  the  plaintiff  Keefe,  who  had  been  lighting 
private  residences  by  contract,  and  some  streets  by  private 
subscription,  to  add  one  more  light,  was  submitted  to  the 
ratepayers   and   defeated.    In  July,    1897,   the   Dominion 
Government  lexpropariaJted  the   land   occupied  by   Keefe's 
plants  and  he  ceased  to  operate  his  works.     In  December, 
1897,  the  defendants  made  a  lease  to  Keefe  for  ten  years 
from  1st  January,  1898,  for  $1  a  year,  of  the  grounds,  etc., 
belonging  to  the  intake  pipe  and  wheel  pit  on  the  north 
bank  of  the  canal  in  the  village  of  Iroquois.     .     .     .     The 
lease  contains  a  covenant  that  Keefe  shall  sell,  on  6  months' 
notice  to  the  village,  at  a  valuation,  the  leased  premises  and 
improvements,  and  if  the  parties  cannot  agree  as  to  value 
it  is  to  be  determined  by  arbitration.     .     .     .     The  wheel 
pit  had  been  built  for  defendants  by  one  Buchanan,  who 
assigned  his  claim  to  Keefe,  who  recovered  a  judgment  for 
$1,950  against  defendants,  who  paid  the  amount.     .     .     . 
In    December,    1898,    the    Government  cut  off  the  water 
supply.      'The    plaintiff    company    was    incorporated    on 
3rd  May,  1901.    The  plaintiff  Keefe  and  his  two  sons  are 
the  provisional  directors.     The  plant  which  plaintiffs  desire 
to  have  purchased  consists  of  two  dynamos,  etc.,  which, 
since  1897,  have  been  stored  in  a  warehouse.     .     .     Keefe 
could  not  now  sell  the  wheel  pit  to  the  defendants  because 
they  became  owners  when  they  paid  the  judgment  for  the 
amount  of  Buchanan's  claim  for  building  it  for  them. 

B.,  S.  0.  ch.  223,  sec.  566,  sub-sec.  4,  as  amended  by  62 
Vict  (2)  ch.  26,  sec.  35,  sub-sec.  4  (a),  cannot  apply  because 
the  plaintiff  company  has  only  been  in  existence  since  3rd 
May,  1901,  and  never  supplied  electric  light  to  the  village, 
and  the  plaintiff  Keefe  has  not,  as  an  individual,  supplied 
it  for  nearly  nine  years.  More  .apt  language  might  have 
been  userf  in  cl.  (a),  but  the  words  "have  supplied"  must, 
having  regard  to  the  design  and  scope  of  the  Act,  mean  that 
the  company  or  individual  has  supplied  and  is  supplying 
electric  light  for  street  lighting  at  the  time  notice  is  given 
by  the  municipality  of  the  price  at  which  it  offers  to  pur- 
chase the  works;  and  that  the  Act  intended  that  the  muni- 
cipality should  only  be  called  on  to  fix  a  price  to  be  offered 
for  works  and  property  that  it  could  at  once  utilize  as  an 
existing  going  concern,  is  apparent  from  the  language  of 
cl.  (a  3)  of  the  amending  Act,  relating  to  the  duties  of  the 
arbitrators  as  to  price,  which  prevents  them  from  awarding 
anything  for  prospective  profits  or  franchises. 
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The  statute  gives  neither  Keef6  nor  the  company  the 
right  to  compel  the  village  to  fix  a  price  and  proceed  to 
arbitrate  in  respect  to  the  value  of  the  chattels  which  he 
owns,  forming  part  of  what  was  once  an  electric  light  plant, 
and  the  lease  gives  no  added  rights  to  the  plaintiffs  or  to 
either  of  them. 

The  action  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 


Robertson,  J.  April  22nd,  1902. 

TRIAL.  ' 

Mclaughlin  v.  mayhew. 

specific  Performance — Verbal  Contract— Possession  by  Purchaser- 
Part  Payment— Conveyance  Executed  hut  Held  for  a  Time  as 
Security  for  Balance  of  Purchase  Money. 

McClung  V.  McCraken,  2  0.  R.  609,  5  A.  R.  596,  dis- 
tinguished. 

Action  tried  at  Bracebridge,  brought  to  compel  specific 
performance  of  an  agreement  for  the  purchase  of  a  lot  in 
the  village  of  Huntsville  containing  one-eighth  of  an  acre. 

E.  E.  A.  DuVemet  and  0.  M.  Arnold,  Bracebridge,  for 
plaintiff. 

R.  D.  Gunn,  Orillia,  for  defendant  trustees. 

D.  Grant,  Huntsville,  for  defendants  Reid  and  Ware. 

Robertson,  J. — McClung  v.  McCraken,  0.  R.  609, 
5  A.  R.  596,  is  clearly  distinguishable,  and  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  judgment.  There  was  here  an  express  parol 
agreement  not  only  proved,  but  admitted;  the  parties  to  it 
were  named;  the  owner  of  the  property  was  the  Lodge  of 
I.  0.  0.  F.,  of  which  defendants  Mayhew,  Wieler,  and 
Whaley  were  the  trustees,  who  were  authorized  by  resolu- 
tion of  members  of  the  lodge  to  sell,  etc. ;  part  of  the  pur- 
chase money  was  paid;  the  plaintiff  entered  into  possession 
and  was  recognized  as  the  purchaser  by  the  trustees  sending 
the  collector  to  him  for  payment  of  taxes  for  that  year, 
although  assessed  to  the  lodge  as  owner,  and  such  taxes 
were  paid  by  the  plaintiff,  who  was  assessed  for  taxes  the 
following  year.  So,  apart  from,  the  conveyance  in  this  case, 
these  facts  are  undeniable;  and  then  the  conveyance  was 
signed  by  the  proper  parties ;  the  plaintiff  was  named  there- 
in; the  consideration  money  was  expressed;  the  property 
was  fully  described;  and  by  mutual  assent,  caused  by  the 
delay  of  the  vendors  in  preparing  the  deeds,  the  vendors 
agreed  that  the  payment  of  the  balance  of  purchase  money 
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should  remain  for  a  short  time,  holding  the  deed  in  the 
meantime  as  security  for  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money. 
Befer  to  Chinook  v.  Marchioness  of  Ely,  4  DeG.  J.  &  S., 
per  Lord"  Westbury,  at  p.  646. 

Judgment  accordingly  for  plaintiff. 

OsLER,  J.A.  April  21st,  1902. 

C.  A. — Chambers. 

LAROSE  V.  OTTAWA  TRUST  AND  DEPOSIT  CO. 

Contract— Board  and  Lodging—Bequeat  in  Lieu  of—Lapse— Leave  to 

Atn>eal  Refused, 

Motion  by  defendants  for  leave  to  appeal  from  order  of 
a  Divisional  Court,  anie  p.  210. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

J.  E.  Jones,  for  plaintiff. 

Osler,  J.A. — On  the  whole,  after  much  consideration, 
a  great  deal  being  able  to  be  said,  from  the  evidence,  in  sup- 
port of  either  side,  I  think  it  was  open  to  the  trial  Judge 
and  the  Divisional  Court  to  draw  from  the  evidence  the  con- 
clusions at  which  they  have  arrived,  and  that  there  should 
be  no  further  appeal.    Motion  dismissed  with  costs. 


April  11th,  1902. 
C.  A. 
ROCKETT  V.  ROCKETT. 

Mortgage  —  Covenant  —  Agreemeni  for  Board  in  Lieu  of  Interest — 
Settlement  of  Claim  not  Binding  where  Administrator  not 
Appointed. 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  judgment  of  Meredith,  C.J., 
in  action  on  a  covenant  contained  in  a  mortgage  made  in 
1883  by  defendant  to  plaintiffs,  his  sisters,  and  their 
mother  since  deceased,  to  secure  $3,000,  with  a  proviso 
that  the  mortgage  was  to  be  void  on  payment  at  the  end  of 
6  years  of  $1,000  to  Mary  Rockett,  $1,000  to  plaintiff  Mary 
Ann  Rockett,  and  $1,000  to  plaintiff  Agnes  Rockett,  with 
interest.  Mary  Rockett  died  in  November,  1898,  and  plain- 
tiff Mary  Ann  Rockett  is  her  administratrix.  The  mort- 
gage provided  for  payment  of  interest  on  interest  and  a 
compounding  every  six  months.  The  defendant  set  up  an 
agreement  made  at  time  of  mortgage  that  so  long  as  the 
mortgagees  remained  on  the  farm,  and  were  supported  by 
him,  interest  should  thereby  be  considered  satisfied,  and 
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farther  set  up  an  agreement  made  by  Mary  Ann  and  Agnes 
after  the  deaih  of  their  mother  to  accept  $2^900  in  full. 
He  claimed  that  if  the  estate  of  the  mother  was  not  bound 
by  the  settlement^  he  should  be  indemnified  by  Mary  Ann 
and  Agnes,  and  he  paid  the  $2,900  into  Court.  The  Chief 
Justice  held  that  the  settlement  was  not  binding  because 
there  was  then  no  administrator  to  the  mother's  estate, 
but  that  the  agreement  was  actually  made  and  was  binding, 
and  also  that  $40  over  and  above  the  $2,900  was  due,  and 
gave  judgment  for  $40  without  costs. 

G.  6.  McPherson,  K.C.,  for  appellants. 

W.  R.  Eiddell,  KiC,  for  defendant. 

The  Oourt  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
JJ.A.;  held  that  the  evidence  supported  the  finding  that  the 
maintenance  of  the  mortgagees  on  the  farm  was  to  be  in 
lieu  of  interest,  but  that,  as  the  amount  paid  into  Court  was 
$2,900,  and  not  $2,960,  as  the  Chief  Justice  thought,  the 
judgment  should  be  increased  to  $100,  the  amount  due  under 
the  mortgage  being  $3,000.  Judgment  varied  accordingly 
and  in  other  respects  appeal  dismissed  without  costs;  Mac- 
lennan, J.A.,  dissenting  as  to  the  costs. 

LouNT,  J.  April  19th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

MURRAY  V.  EMPIRE  LOAN  AND  SAVINGS  CO. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser— Sale  of  Land—Balance  of  Furciuue  Moneth- 

Evidenjce— Weight  of — GorrolMration, 

Action  brought  to  recover  $3,000  alleged  by  plaintiff  to 
be  the  balance  due  in  respect  of  purchase  money  ($9,000) 
upon  a  sale  of  cerlpn  property  by  her  to  defendants. 
Defendants  countercTaimed  for  arrears  of  taxes  left  unpaid 
by  plaintiff. 

W.  Cassels,  K.C.,  and  A.  W.  Anglin,  for  plaintiff. 

C.  H.  Ritchie,  K.C.,  A.  H.  Marsh,  K.C.,  and  J.  Turner 

Scott,  for  defendants. 

LouNT,  J. — The  plaintiff's  evidence  has  been  contra- 
dicted by  witnesses  for  defendants  whose  evidence  should^ 
I  think,  be  accepted.  Moreover,  the  correspondence  and 
documentary  evidence  does  not  support  the  plaioitifiPs 
account  of  the  transaction,  but  corroborates  and  confirms 
that  set  up  by  defendants,  and  therefore  should  be  given 
effect  to,  and  the  action  be  dismissed.    There  is  no. dispute 
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as  to  the  counterclaim,  and  there  should  be  judgment  on  it 
for  defendants  for  $291.90  with  costs. 

Blake,  Lash,  &  Cassels,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Scott  &  Scott,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


April  18th,  1902. 

DIViaiONAL  GOUBT. 

KXICKEKBOCKER  TRUST  CO.  OF  NEW  YORK  v. 

BROCKVILLE,  WESTPORT,  AND  SAULT 

STE.  MARIE  R.  W.  CO. 

Bailway9—Bwid»— Inquiry  as  to  When  Held  as  Collateral  Security^ 

Judgment — Reference— Duty  of  Master.  - 

Appeal  by  one  Hervey,  a  creditor,  from  order  of  Fer- 
guson, J.,  aiBrming  report  of  Master  at  Brockville. 

W.  E.   Baney   and   J.   A.   Hutcheson,   Brockville,    for 
Hervey. 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  plaintiffs. 

The    judgment    of    the    Court    (Falconbridge,  C.J., 
Street,  J.,  Brttton,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Street,  J. — The  appeal  should  be  allowed  and  the 
matter  referred  back  to  the  Master  to  take  the  accounts  aud 
make  the  inquiries  directed  by  the  judgment,  the  11th  para- 
graph of  which  is  certainly  wide  enough  to  cover  the  claimB 
of  the  persons  who  are  creditors  in  respect  of  the  bonds  of 
the  railway  company,  as  well  as  those  of  persons  who  have 
merely  advanced  money  upon  its  bonds  as  pledgees  of  them. 
The  inquiry  thus  directed  is  necessary  in  order  that  the  posi- 
tion of  the  company  may  be  ascertained.  Its  position  is  not 
ascertained  merely  by  stating  that  bonds  are  outstanding  to 
a  fixed  amount,  unless  that  amount  correctly  represents  the 
amounts  for  which  the  bonds  are  held.  It  was  stated  at  Bar 
and  not  disputed,  that  the  bonds  have  been  issued  to  parties 
as  security  for  debts  less  than  the  face  value  of  the  bonds 
so  issued,  but  the  Master  has  refused  to  take  evidence  of 
the  true  amount  of  the  debt,  and  in  so  doing  has  erred,  and 
the  fact  that  further  directions  are  reserved  is  no  reason  for 
not  doing  so. 
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April  14th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

RE  LORD'S  DAY  ACT  OP  ONTARIO. 

Canatiiutional  Late— Powers  of  Provincial  Legislature— Act  to  PrC" 
vent  Profanation  of  Lord's  Dau — Working  on  Sunday— Neces- 
sity-^onveying  Travellers; 

The  foUawiog  questions  were  submitted  to  the  Court  of 
Appeal  by  the  Lieutenant-Governor  in  Council,  pursuant  to 
R.  S.  0.  1897  eh.  84:— 

1.  Had  the  Legislature  of  Ontario  jurisdiction  to  enact 
R.  S.  0.  1897  ch.  246,  intituled  "An  Act  to  Prevent  the 
Profanation  of  the  Lord's  Day,"  and  in  particular  sees.  1, 
7,  and  8  thereof  ? 

2.  (a)  Had  or  has  the  Legislature  of  Ontario  power  by  the 
aforesaid  Act,  or  any  Act  of  a  similar  character,  to  prohibit 
the  doing  or  exercising  of  any  worldly  labour,  business,  or 
work  on  the  Lord's  day,  within  the  Province,  upon  and  in 
connection  with  the  operation  of  lines  of  steam  or  other 
ships,  railways,  canals,  telegraphs,  and  other  works  and 
imdertakings  to  which  the  exclusive  legislative  authority  of 
the  Parliament  of  Canada  extends  imder  the  British  North 
America  Act,  sec.  91,  sub-sec.  29,  and  sec.  92,  sub-sec.  10 
(a),  (b),  (c)  ? 

(6)  Had  or  has  the  Legislature  of  Ontario  power  to  pro- 
hibit the  doing  or  exercising  of  any  worldly  labour,  busi- 
ness, or  work,  on  the  Lord's  day,  within  the  Province,  when 
such  prohibition  would  affect  any  matter  to  which  the  ex- 
clusive legislative  authority  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada 
extends  under  any  other  sub-section  of  sec.  91,  as,  for  ex- 
ample, sub-sees.  5,  10,  and  13. 

3.  In  sec.  1  of  R.  S.  0.  ch.  246,  or  C.  S.  II.  C.  ch.  104, 
as  the  case  may  be,  do  the  words  "other  person  whatso- 
ever" include  all  clauses  or  persons  otner  than  those  enu- 
merated who  may  do  any  act  prohibited  by  said  section,  or 
is  the  meaning  of  these  words  limited  so  as  to  apply  only  to 
persons  ejusdem  generis  with  the  classes  enumerated? 

4.  Subject  to  the  exceptions  therein  expressed,  does  sec. 
1  prohibit  individuals  who,  for  or  on  behalf  of  corporations, 
do  the  labour  and  work  or  exercise  the  business  of  carrying 
passengers  for  hire,  from  doing  such  labour  and  work  and 
exercising  such  business  on  the  Lord's  day,  whether  the  cor- 


313 

poratLons  for  or  on  behelf  of  which  the  work  or  labour  is 
done,  are  or  are  not  within  the  prohibition  of  said  section  ? 

6.  Do  the  words  "  conveying  travellers/'  as  used  in  sec. 
1,  apply  exclusively  to  the  carrying  to  or  towards  their  des- 
tination of  persons  who  are  in  the  course  of  a  journey  at  the 
commencement  of  the  Lord's  day? 

6.  Does  sec.  1  apply  to  and  include  corporations  ? 

7.  (a)  Do  the  words  "work  of  necessity,''  as  used  in 
sec.  1,  apply  so  &»  to  include  the  doing  of  that  which  is  neces- 
sary for  the  care  or  preservation  of  property  so  as  to  pre- 
vent irreparable  damage  other  than  mere  loss  of  time  for 
the  period  during  which  the  prohibition  extends? 

(h)  If  so,  is  the  necessity  contemplated  by  the  statute 
only  that  which  arises  from  the  exigency  of  particular  and 
occasional  circumstances,  or  may  such  necessity  grow  out  of 
or  be  incident  to  a  particular  manufacture,  trade,  or  calling? 

(c)  If  such  necessity  may  grow  out  of  or  be  incident  to 
a  particular  manufacture,  trade,  or  calling,  do  the  words 
**  work  of  necessity  "  apply  exclusively  to  the  doing  on  the 
Lord's  day  of  that  without  which  the  particular  manufac- 
ture, trade,  or  calling  cannot  successfully  be  carried  on  dur- 
ing the  remaining  six  days  of  the  week? 

The  questions  were  argued  before  Armour,  C.J.O., 
OsLER,  Maclennan,  Mbss,  and  Lister,  JJ.A.,  on  the  2nd, 
3rd,  and  4th  April,  1901. 

John  A.  'Paterson  and  A.  E.  O'Meara,  for  the  Attorney- 
Gkneral  for  Ontario. 

A.  H.  Marsh,  K.C.,  and  J.  H.  Moss,  for  classes  of  per- 
sons interested. 

Armour,  C.J.O. — As  to  question  1, 1  am  of  the  opinion 
that  the  Legislature  of  Ontario  had  no  jurisdiction  to  enact 
B.  S.  0.  1897  ch.  246,  intituled  "An  Act  to  prevent  the 
Profanation  of  the  Lord's  Day,"  in  its  present  form  and  to 
the  full  extent  of  its  provisions. 

The  profanation  of  the  Lord's  day  is  an  offence  against 
religion,  and  offences  against  religion  are  properly  classed 
under  the  limitation  "  crimes,"  and  consequently  the  enact- 
ing of  laws  to  prevent  the  profanation  of  the  Lord's  day, 
and  imposing  punishment  therefor  by  fine,  penalty,  or  imr 
piisonment,  properly  belongs  to  the  Parliament  of  Canada 
under  sub-sec.  27  of  sec.  91  of  the  British  North  America 
Act,  and  to  this  extent  ch.  246  is  beyond  the  power  of  the 
Legislature  of  Ontario. 
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The  consequence  of  this  opinion  is  that  to  this  extent 
C.  S.  U.  C.  ch,  104  is  still  in  force,  never  having  been  re- 
pealed by  competent  authority. 

And  as  a  result  of  this  opinion  I  answer  questions  2  (a) 
and  (6)  in  the  negative. 

As  to  question  3,  I  say  that  the  meaning  of  the  words 
"  other  person  whatsoever  *^  in  sec.  1  of  C.  S.  U.  C.  ch.  104 
is  limitwi  so  as  to  apply  only  to  persons  ejusdem  generis  with 
the  classes  enumerated. 

1  answer  questions  4,  5,  and  6  in  the  negative. 

(Question  7  (a),  I  answer  in  the  affirmative,  and  as  to  (6), 
I  say  that  such  necessity  may  grow  out  of  or  be  incident  to 
a  particular  manufacture,  trade,  or  calling,  and  I  answer  (c) 
in  the  negative. 

OsLER,  J.A. — My  answer  to  the  first  question  is  in  the 
affirmative,  referring  for  my  reasons  to  my  judgment  in 
Kegina  v.  Wason,  17  A.  K.  at  pp.  221,  238. 

2  (a),  2  (6):  I  answer  these  questions  in  the  negative. 

3:  The  first  branch  of  this  question  I  answer  in  the 
negative,  the  second  branch  in  the  affirmative. 

4 :  I  answer  this  question  in  the  negative. 

5 :  I  answer  this  question  in  the  negative. 

6:  I  answer  this  question  in  the  negative. 

My  reasons  for  these  answers  will  be  substantially  found 
in  the  decisions  in  Attorney-General  v.  Niagara  Falls  Tram- 
way Co.,  18  A.  R.  453;  Regina  v.  Somers,  24'  0.  R.  244; 
Attorney-General  v.  Hamilton  Street  R.  W.  Co.,  24  A.  R.  170; 
Regina  v.  Reid,  26  A.  R.  181,  30  0.  R.  732. 

7  (a),  (6),  (c) :  I  find  it  diffif ult  to  understand  the  scope 
of  these  queries  or  their  true  meaning,  and  to  answer  them 
in  such  a  way  a&  not  to  make  the  answers  of  doubtful  appli- 
cation in  many  of  the  ever-varying  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions which  may  from  time  to  time  hereafter  arise  between 
parties  in  a  real  litigation.  I  must,  therefore,  with  all 
respect,  ask  to  be  excused  from  attempting  to  solve  them, 
as  no  useful  answer  can  be  given  to  them.  Further,  with 
the  like  respect,  I  submit  that,  while  it  may  be  reasonable 
and  proper  to  take  the  opinions  of  the  Bench  as  to  the  con- 
stitutional validity  of  an  Act  or  section  of  an  Act,  it  is  not 
convenient  that  the  power  of  the  Lieutenant-Governor  in 
council  under  R.  S.  0. 1897  ch.  84  should  be  exercised  by  ask- 
ing the  Judges  to  answer  questions  such  as  number  3  and  the 


315 

following  questions,  assuming  that  the  Act  ever  contemplated 
the  submission  of  such  questions.  They  relate  to  matters 
which  I  humbly  submit  ought  to  be  left  for  decision  when 
they  are  raised  in  actual  litigation  in  the  application  and 
ccnstruetion  of  legislative  enactments  with  reference  to  an 
existing  state  of  facts.  When;  they  are  presented,  as  they  here 
are  presented,  in  scenw  and  not  in  /ort^— argued  and  decided 
academically  and  not  judicially — the  answers  are  likely  to 
embarrass  and  perplex  Judges  and  parties  who  may  after- 
wards have  to  deal  with  such  questions  or  similar  questions 
arising  imder  varying  facts  and  circumstances  as  they  may 
be  presented  in  actual  litigation.  More  especially  is  this 
likely  to  be  the  case  where  answers  to  abstract  questions 
are  intended  to  be  or  may  be  made  use  of  by  inferior  judicial 
officers,  justices  of  the  peace,  police  magistrates,  etc.,  in 
summary  proceedings  before  them. 

1  must  add  that  I  reserve,  as  in  former  similar  cases 
I  have  reserved,  the  right  to  arrive  at  a  different  opinion 
upon  all  or  any  of  the  questions  I  have  answered,  except 
in  so  far  as  I  may  be  precluded  by  authority  from  doing  so, 
should  they  or  any  of  them  again  come  before  me  in  the 
course  of  actual  litigation.  m^ 

Maclennan,  J. a. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  questions 
submitted  to  us  should  be  answered  as  follows — 
.  1:  Yes. 

2  (a)  and  (6) :  No. 
3,  first  branch :  No. 

3,  second  branch:  Yes. 
4:  No. 
5:  No. 
6:  No. 

'^  {«).  (f>)y  ic) :  I  have  given  a  great  deal  of  attention  to 
these  questions,  and  to  the  arguments  which  were  addressed 
to  us,  and  must  confess  my  inability  to  answer  them.  In 
order  to  do  so  it  appears  to  me  one  would  require  to  arrive 
at  an  exhaustive  definition  of  "  works  of  necessity,'^  a  defini- 
tion limiting  the  extent  of  the  signification  of  the  words, 
and  including  every  conceivable  work  to  which  they  could 
®PPly-  I  ^^^^  ^ot  found  myself  able  to  do  that;  and  must, 
therefore,  respectfully  pray  to  be  excused  from  answering 
those  questions. 

Moss,  J.A. — I  have  considered  the  case  and  the  ques- 
tions submitted.    A  number  of  the  questions  appear  to  me 
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to  be  covered  by  authority,  and  in  the  answers  I  give  aa 
respects  such  questions  I  am  stating  what  I  understand  to 
be  the  law  as  declared  by  the  decisions  of  the  Courts,  or  the 
effect  of  the  preponderance  of  authority  where  there  have 
been  differences  of  opinion. 

1  am  of  opinion  that  the  questions  submitted  should  be 
answered  as  follows: — 

1:  in  the  affirmative. 

2  (a):. in  the  negative. 

2  (6) :  in  the  negative. 

3 :  the  first  branch  in  the  negative,  the  second  branch  in 
the  affirmative. 

4:  in  the  negative. 

5 :  in  the  negative. 

6:  in  the  negative. 

7  (a),  (6),  {c):  upon  the  same  ground  and  for  reasons 
E'milar  to  those  stated  by  my  brother  Maclennan,  I  must  re- 
spectfully ask  to  be  excused  from  making  any  further 
answer  to  these  questions.  To  undertake  to  answer  them 
woul^be  to  endeavour  to  give  an  exhaustive  definition  of 
"works  of  necessity,**  or  to  lay  down  a  series  of  abstract 
propositions  not  having  application  to  any  particular  case 
or  set  of  circumstances,  a  thing  dangerous  to  attempt,  and, 
if  attempted,  likely  to  lead  to  embarrassing  and  possibly 
mischievous  results  when  afterwards  sought  to  be  applied 
to  actual  eases. 

And  upon  similar  considerations,  I  beg  leave  to  reserve 
the  right  to  reconsider  the  answers  I  have  given  (except  of 
course  in  regard  to  such  as  are  already  covered  by  binding 
authority),  should  they  or  any  of  them  arise  in  course  of 
actual  litigation. 

Lister,  J.A.,  died  while  the  questions  were  under  con- 
sideration. 


April  26th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

MTJNRO  V.  TORONTO  RAILWAY  CO. 

Infant— Lease  bp—Repudiation—Partition—Amendmen/t— Parties. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  froim  judgment  of  Meredith,  C.J., 
dismissing  the  action  with  costs,  the  plaintiff  having  refused 
to  amend,  adding  his  co-lessors  as  parties,  as  allowed  by  the 
judgment  noted  ante  p.  25.    The  same  counsel  appeared. 
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The   judgment    of   the    Court    (Falconbridge,    C.J., 
Street,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Street,  J.. — It  ie  clear  that  we  cannot  declare  the  parti- 
tion  binding   upon   the    defendants   who   were  not  made 
parties  to  it.    The  only  question  upon  this  part  of  the  case 
is  whether  we  can  order  a  partition  of  the  land  between  the 
plaintiff  and   defendants   for   the   remainder  of  the  term, 
without  having  the  plaintiff's  co-lessors  added  as  parties. 
In  my  opinion,  they  are  not  necessary  parties  to  such  a  par- 
tition; they  have  no  interest  whatever  in  any  part  of  the 
land  until  the  expiration  of  defendants*  lease,  and  the  par- 
tition asked  for  by  the  plaintiff  can  only  remain  in  force 
during  the  term  of  the  lease.    When  the  term  expires,  the 
-partition  already  made  between   the   plaintiff  and  his  co- 
tenants  comes  into  force.    At  present  the  plaintiff  holds  no 
land  in  severally  as  against  the  defendants,  for  he  and  they 
are  tenants  in  common  of  the  whole  of  it  during  the  re- 
mainder of  the  term.    What  he  asks  is  that  one-third  of  the 
land  may  be  set  apart  for  him^  to  be  held  by  him  in  sev- 
eralty, only  until  the  defendants'  rights  expire,  and  in  this 
the   other  parties   have   no   concern.     Therefore,   the   co- 
if ssors  are  not  necessary  parties  to  this  action,  and  it  should 
not  be  dismissed  because  plaintiff  has  refused  to  add  them: 
Baring  v.  Nash,  1  V.  &  B.  551;  Mason  v.  Keays,  78  L.  T. 
33.     The  plaintiffs  right  to  mesne  profits,  and  to  compen- 
sation for  buildings  pulled  down   by   defendants,    depends 
upon  whether  he  has  been  excluded  from  the  land,  for  there 
has  been  no  actual   receipt    of   rents   by   the  defendants: 
Henderson  v.  Eason,  17  Q.  B.  701;  Murray  v.  Hall,  7  C.  B. 
441.     So  long  as  one  tenant  in  common  is  only  exercising 
kwfully  his  rights  as  tenant  in  comimon,  no  action  lies 
against  him  for  trespass,  but  if  his  acts  are  equivalent  to  an 
exclusion  of  his  co-tenants,  then  there  is  an  ouster,  and 
trespass  will  lie:    Good  title  v.  Toombs,  3  Wills.  118;  Doe  d. 
Wawn  V.  Horn,  3  M.  &  W.  333 ;  Wilkinson  v.  Hayparth,  12 
Q.  B.  837;  Stedman  v.  Stedman,  8  E.  &  B.  1;  Jacobs  v. 
Seward,  L.  R.  8  H.  L.  464.    The  evidence  in  the  present 
case  is,  'that  defendants,  having  taken  possession  of  the  whole 
property,  which  before  that  time  appears  to  have  had  a  small 
house  and  bam  and  outhouse  upon  it,  converted  the  place 
into  a  pleasure  ^ound,  pulled  down  the  house,  etc.,  and 
made  extensive  alterations.     The  plaintiff  demanded  posses- 
sion, and,  although  it  was  never  refused  him,  it  was  never 
offered  to  him.     I  think  that,    under    the    circumstances, 
however,  the  use  made  by  the  defendants  of  the  property 
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was  practically  an  exclusion  of  him  from  any  use  which  he 
could  make  of  it.  A  large  part  of  it  waa  cut  up  by  roads 
and  paths,  and  occupied  by  the  defendants'  buildings  and 
DBolway  line,  and  any  use  that  the  plaintiff  could  make  of 
it  must  necessarily  be  interrupted  by  the  swarms  of  visitors, 
and  therefore  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  mesne  profits  and  dam- 
ages. Judgment  should  be  entered  for  partition.  Refer- 
ence to  fix  mesne  profits  and  damages.  Costs  of  action  to 
trial  inclusive  and  costs  of  appeal  to  plaintiff.  Further 
directions  and  subsequent  costs  reserved. 


April  10th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

FORD  V.  METROPOLITAN  R.  W.  CO. 

street  RaiUoav^'Negligence — Measure  of  Duty— Judges   Charge   to 

Jury—Damages—Reductian  of. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  Robertson,  J., 
in  favour  of  plaintiff  upon  the  answers  of  the  jury  in  an 
action  for  damages  for  bodily  injury.  The  plaintiff  on  24th 
May,  1900,  was  a  passenger  on  defendants'  railway,  and  when 
the  car,  which  was  going  south,  arrived  at  Thornhill,  he 
alighted,  and  walked  north  on  Yonge  street  on  the  track, 
keeping  to  the  east  side  to  avoid  a  horse  and  buggy  coming 
south.  The  car  then  backed  north  along  the  track,  which 
OB  on  the  east  side  of  the  street,  and  ran  down  the  plaintiff, 
who  alleges  that  the  headlight  was  not  transferred  to  the 
north  end  of  the  car,  as  it  should  have  been,  nor  was  anv 
warning  given  him  of  approach,  nor  was  the  conductor  or 
motorman  at  that  end  of  the  car.  In  answers  to  nine  ques- 
tions the  jury  found  that  plaintiff  was  not  guilty  of  negli- 
gence, and  could  not,  with  exercise  of  reasonable  care,  have 
got  out  of  the  way  of  the  car;  that  defendants  were  guilty 
of  negligence  which  caused  the  accident,  and  consisted  in 
not  having  a  headlight  at  the  north  end  of  the  car,  nor  a 
light  inside  the  car,  in  not  sounding  a  gong  or  warning,  and 
in  not  giving  instructions  to  the  conductor  of  the  car  when 
to  cross  at  the  different  switches;  and  they  assessed  the  dam- 
ages at  $1,800. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  I.  F.  Hellmuth,  for  appel- 
lants. 

T.  H.  Lennox,  Aurora,  and  S.  B.  Woods,  for  plaintiff. 
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The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler, 
Maclennan,  Moss,  JJ.A.)  was  delivered  by 

Osler,  J.A. — ^The  defendants  contend  that  there  was  no 
evidence  of  negligence  on  their  part;  that  the  plaintiff's  own 
negligence  was  the  cause  of  his  injuries.  They  also  com- 
plain of  misdirection  and  nondirection  on  the  part  of  the 
trial  Judge,  and  they  say  that  in  any  event  the  damages  are 
excessive. 

As  regards  the  question  of  negligence,  I  am  clearly  of 
opinion  that  the  learned  trial  Judge  could  not,  with  pro- 
priety, have  withdrawn  the  case  from  the  jury  and  dis- 
missed ,the  action.  The  facts  proved  were  proper  for  their 
consideration,  and  it  was  for  them  to  say  whether  they 
shewed  negligence  on  the  defendants'  part,  or  contributory 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 

As  to  the  former,  the  measure  of  the  defendants*  duty  is 
stated  with  suflBcient  accuracy  in  one  of  their  reasons  of 
appeal,  viz.,  having  regard  to  the  circumstances  of  time  and 
place,  and  the  danger  to  be  apprehended,  they  are  required 
to  take  reasonable  precautions,  and  to  give  reasonable  warn- 
ing of  the  approach  of  their  cars. 

The  time  was  night — a  dark  night — the  evening  of  a 
public  holiday;  the  hour  not  very  late;  so  that  travellers 
were  not  unlikely  to  be  abroad.  The  place  was  in  or  near 
a  village;  a  public  highway  where  people  had  the  right  to  be 
walking  or  riding.  The  car  was  proceeding  in  an  unusual 
direction,  or  rather  in  a  direction  in  which  the  plaintiff  had 
no  reason  to  expect  it  would  be  going.  It  was  going  along 
very  slowly,  it  is  true,  but  for  that  very  reason  was  making 
less  noise  and  thus  giving  less  warning  of  its  apjproaeh. 
Yet  the  defendants  gave  p.t>  other  warning.  They  excuse 
themselves  for  the  absence  of  light  by  the  failure  of  the 
electric  current,  but  the  jury  might  very  reasonably  have 
thought  that  this  only  made  it  the  more  incumbent  on  them 
to  give  notice  of  the  approach  of  the  car  by  sounding  the 
gong,  which  might  have  been  done.  The  plaintiff's  acci- 
dent was  fairly  and  properly  attributable  to  the  absence  of 
some  such  warning;  unless  it  could  be  said  that  it  was 
caused  by  his  own  negligence,  or  contributory  negligence. 

As  to  this  the  jury  have  found  in  his  favour,  and  I  think 
properly  so.  He  was  walking  where,  by  law,  he  had  the 
right  to  walk.  He  had  reason  to  expect  warning  of  the 
approach  of  a  car,  and  he  had  no  reason  to  expect  that  this 
particular  car  would  have  returned  to  the  north  switch.  He 
might  well  have  attributed  such  noise  as  he  heard  to  the 
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movement  of  the  same  car  proceeding,  as  he  supposed,  on 
its  southward  journey;  and  his  attention  was  distracted  by 
the  vehicles  driving  down  towards  him,  of  which  he  had  to 
keep  out  of  the  way. 

The  findings  of  the  jury  in  these  two  aspects  of  negli- 
gence are,  I  consider,  well  supported  by  the  evidence. 

I  do  not  see  that  there  was  any  misdirection  of  which 
the  defendants  are  in  a  position  to  complain.  Some  remarks 
are  found  in  the  charge  which  the  learned  Judge  would  pro- 
bably have  desired  to  correct,  had  his  attention  been  called 
to  them;  but,  under  the  circumstances,  we  cannot  say  that 
they  now  call  for  notice. 

The  Judge,  I  think  properly,  explained  to  the  jury  the 
respective  rights  of  the  public  and  of  the  company  on  the 
highway.  He  was  not  bound  to  tell  them  that  if  the  car 
was  moving  only  at  the  rate  of  3  or  4  miles  an  hour,  there 
was  no  higher  duty  upon  the  company  to  give  notice  than 
would  be  cast  upon  a  person  driving  a  waggon  or  other 
vehicle.  And  I  do  not  think  that  any  observation  as  to  its 
being  the  duty  of  "the  car '*  going  north  to  have  remained 
at  the  south  switch  until  the  other  had  passed  it  there,  was 
at  all  likely  to  have  misled  the  jury,  in  dealing  with  the 
other  plain  facts  of  the  case. 

There  remains  the  question  of  damages.  The  jury  gave 
$1,800.  The  plaintiff^s  expenditure  has  been  perhaps  $100. 
His  sufferings  were  severe,  and  he  was  confined  to  the  house 
for  several  weeks.  No  bone  was  broken,  and  his  permanent 
injury  seems  likely  to  be  a  certain  flattening  of  the  foot> 
some  degree  of  lameness,  and  a  possible  tendency  to  rheu- 
matism. I 

I  cannot  but  think  that  the  sum  awarded  by  the  jury  is 
largely  in  j&xcess  of  what  has  been  given  in  the  case  of  much 
more  serious  injuries,  although,  no  doubt,  we  cannot  say 
that  there  is  a  standard  of  damages  in  such  cases. 

I  favour  granting  a  new  trial,  unless  the  plaintiff  con- 
sents to  the  judgment  being  reduced  to  $900.  In  that  event 
the  appeal  should  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

If  the  plaintiff  does  not  agree  to  this  course,  then  there 
should  be  a  new  trial.  Costs  of  appeal  to  defendants,  and 
other  costs  in  the  cause. 

T.  H.  Lennox,  Aurora,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

Barwick,  Aylesworth,  Wright,  &  Moss,  Toronto,  solici- 
tors for  defendants. 
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April  10th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

HOSPITAL  FOR  SICK  CHILDEEN  v.  CHUTE. 
will— Truatee— Advances— Discretion. 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  judgment  of  Boyd,  C,  dismiss- 
ing action  by  plaintiffs,  who  are  legatees  under  the  will  of 
Alice  Bilton,  deceased,  for  an  account  of  the  dealings  of  the 
trustees  under  the  will  with  the  assets  of  the  estate,  restrain- 
ing their  further  dealing  with  them,  and  to  set  aside  certain 
tiansfers  of  real  property  assets  alleged  to  have  been  made 
to  other  legatees  as  advances  under  the  powers  vested  by  the 
will  in  the  trustees.    The  testatrix  devised  all  her  estate 
to  trustees  (her  two  sisters,  the  defendants  A  and  E.  Chute), 
with  power  to  sell,  etc.,  directed  the  payment  of  certain 
legacies,  gave  annuities  to  her  two  children,  and  empowered 
the  trustees  from  time  to  time  "  to  make  such  advances  as 
they  may  deem  proper  out  of  the  corpus  or  income  or  both 
of  my  estate  for  the  benefit  of  or  to  my  said  children  or  any 
cne  or  more  of  them>  either  on  their  marriage  or  as  an  ad- 
vancement in  life  or  for  any  other  purpose  that  may  appear 
to  them  wise  and  reasonable.    I  do  not  desire  that  mv 
trustees  should  consider  this  to  be  obligatory  upon  them 
nor  that  my  children  should  consider  that  they  can  compel 
ray  trustees  to  make  such  advances  or  payments.    I  leave 
this  entirely  in  the  discretion  of  my  trustees  desiring  that 
they  should  take  my  position  in  regard  to  my  children  and 
deal  with  them  as  they  think  under  all  the  circumstances 
may  be  in  their  true  interest/*  and  directed  that  on  the 
death  of  all  her  children  the  estate  then  undisposed  of 
should  be  divided  per  capita  among  all  their  children,  but 
if  none  were  living,  then  among  the  five  charities  (including 
plaintiffs)  named.     The  question  raised  was  whether  the  dis- 
tribution of  the  residuary  estate  between  F.  U.  and  N".  Bil- 
tcn,  the  two  children  of  the  testatrix,  was  a  lawful  exercise 
of  the  discretionary  power  and  trust  to  make  advances.    The 
Chancellor  held  that  the  power  was  an  arbitrary  and  uncon- 
trollable one  and  that  the  trustees  might,  no  bad  faith  or 
conspiracy  having  been  shewn,  if  they  pleased,  exercise  it 
without  regard  to  the  other  trusts  reposed  in  them. 

S.  H.  Blake,  K.C.,  and  J.  Bicknell,  for  plaintiffs. 

W.  H.  Blake  and  J.  J.  Lundy,  for  defendants  the  other 
charities  in  same  interest  as  plaintiffs. 

J.  H.  Macdonald,  K.C.,  and  F.  C.  Jones,  for  defendants 
executrices. 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  for  defendant  F.  TT.  Bilton. 

W.  R;  Bidden,  K.C.,  for  defendant  N.  Bilton. 
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The  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Maclennan, 
Moss,  JJ.A.)  held  that  the  power  confided  to  the  trustees 
i&  of  very  wide  extent  and  is  ample  to  justify  what  they 
have  done — make  advances  out  of  the  corpus,  and  in  effect 
defeat  other  bequests;  and  it  is  difficult  to  imagine  what 
li/Uguage  could  have  been  employed  giving  more  complete 
and  absolute  discretion  in  the  exercise  of  the  power,  which 
the  evidence  shews  has  been  exercised  in  good  faith,  and  not 
fiom  any  indirect  or  improper  motive. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 
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BuRBiDGE,  J.  March  4th,  1902. 

EXCHEQUER  COURT  OF  CANADA. 

FINDLAY  V.  OTTAWA  FURNACE  AND  FOUNDRY  CO. 

Industrial  Desigiv— Manufactured  Imitation  of-^InfringemenP— Regis- 
ter of  Designs-Jurisdiction  of  Exchequer  Court, 

Action  for  injunctioii  to  restrain  the  defendants  from 
infringing  the  registered  industrial  design  of  the  plaintiflEs 
in  respect  of  the  "  Royal  Favorite  "  cooking  stove,  by  apply- 
ing the  said  design,  or  a  colourable  imitation  thereof,  to  the 
manufacture  of  the  stove  named  by  the  defendants  the 
"  Royal  National,^'  or  by  selling  or  exposing  for  sale  or  use 
the  said  "Royal  National **  stoves,  or  colourable  imitations 
of  the  "  Royal  Favorite  "  stoves,  and  to  have  the  register  of 
industrial  designs  rectified  by  expunging  therefrom  the  in- 
dustrial designs  of  the  defendants'  "Royal  National'^  stoves. 

W.  D.  Hogg,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

G.  F.  Henderson,  Ottawa,  for  defendants. 

BuRBiDGE,  J. — ^I  do  not  think  anything  would  be  gained 
by  reserving  this  case.  It  is  largely  a  question  of  fact  that 
is  to  be  determined,  and  the  question  has  been  very  fully 
discussed.  I  have  no  doubt  that  I  have  jurisdiction  in  the 
matter,  and  I  think  it  clear  that  the  plaintiffs  have  a  regis- 
tered design  in  respect  of  which  they  are  entitled  to  pro- 
tection. 

As  to  the  law  bearing  on  the  case,  it  is,  I  think,  to  be 
found  in  the  cases  referred  to  in  In  re  Melchers,  6  Ex.  C.  R. 
at  p.  101 — ^Harper  v.  Wright,  Holdsworth  v.  McCrea,  and 
Hecia  Foundry  Co.^s  case — and  Oliver  v.  Thornley,  13  Cutl. 
P.  a  490. 

Then  as  to  the  question  of  imitation,  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  stove  the  defendants  are  making,  the  "  Royal  National,^' 
is,  as  it  is  now  manufactured,  an  obvious  imitation  of  the 
plaintiffs'  "Royal  Favorite/'  for  which  the  latter  have  a 
registered  design.  I  do  not  think  I  am  called  upon  to 
express  any  opinion  as  to  whether  or  not  the  defendants 
might  make  a  stove  similar  in  dimensions  and  shape  to  the 
Royal  Favorite"  that  would  not  be  an  imitation  of  the 
Royal  Favorite."     The  only  question  here  is  whether  the 
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"  Royal  National ''  is  an  imitation  or  infringement  of  the 
plaintiffs'  registered  design,  and  I  think  it  is.  I  confine 
myself  to  that  issue,  and  I  hold  myself  free  to  deal,  upon 
its  merits,  with  any  other  case  that  may  arise. 

Now,  as  to  the  remedy.  I  think  the  plaintiffs  are  en- 
titled to  an  injunction  against  the  manufacture  and  sale  of 
the  ''Royal  National"  stove  in  the  form  in  which  it  ha^ 
been  manufactured  and  with  the  design  adopted  by  the 
defendants.  I  do  not  say  that  the  defendants  are  not  en- 
titled to  manufacture  a  stove  to  be  called  the  "  Royal  Na- 
tional,'' only  that  they  are  not  to  manufacture  it  in  the  form 
and  with  the  design  shewn  in  evidence  in  this  case.  I  agree 
with  Mr.  Henderson  that  if  an  injunction  should  be  granted 
there  should  also  be  an  order  to  expunge  from  the  register 
of  industrial  designs  the  defendants'  registration  of  the 
''Royal  National."    There  will  be  such  an  order. 

On  the  question  of  the  disposition  to  be  made  of  the 
"  Royal  National "  stoves  already  manufactured  by  the  de- 
fendants, I  understand  the  parties  to  say  that  it  is  possible 
that  they  can  come  to  an  agreement  as  to  that;  but  if  they 
are  not  able  to  do  so,  there  will  be  a  reference  to  the  Regis- 
trar to  ascertain  how  many  there  are  ot  such  stoves;  and 
the  question  of  the  disposition  to  be  made  of  them  will  be 
reserved  until  after  his  report  is  made. 

I  think  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  their  costs,  to  be 
taxed. 

O'Connor,  Hogg,  &  Magee,  Ottawa,  solicitors  for  plain- 
tiffs. 

MacCraken,  Henderson,  &  McDougal,  Ottawa,  solicitors 
for  defendants. 


OsLER,  J.A.  April  28th,  1902. 

C.  A. — CHAMBERS. 

McCLURE  V.  TOWNSHIP  OF  BROOKE. 

BRYCE  V.  TOWNSHIP  OF  BROOKE. 

Drainage   Referee — Official   Referee— ^Jurisdiction— Judicial    Officer— 

Leave  to  Appeal. 

Motion  by  defendants  for  leave  to  appeal  from  the  judg- 
ment of  a  Divisional  Court  (Falconbridge,  C.J.,  Street, 
J.),  ante  p.  274. 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  defendants. 

G.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

Osler,  J.A. — There  is  a  plain  and  weighty  reason  for 
giving  leave  to  appeal  in  this  matter,  viz.,  that  the  judgment 
in  question  involves  the  status,  jurisdiction,  and  authority 
of  a  judicial  officer,  and  the  validity  of  proceedings  which 
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BMty  be  taken  by.  him  hereafter  imder  the  order  of  the  Divi- 
sional Court.  Plausible  reasons  have  been  suggested  against 
the  view  of  the  Divisional  Court.  Leave  to  appeal  granted 
€h  the  usual  terms. 


April  28th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

PICkfi  V.  MONTGOMERY. 

Landlord  and   Tenant— ExeesHve  Di8tre99— Irregularities— Waiver-^ 
8ale  for  Full  Talue—AccowU  of  Proceeds. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  County  Court  of 
Carleton  in  action  for  damages  for  illegal  distress. 

The  trial  Judge  held  that  under  an  agreement  between 
plaintiff  and  defendant  Montgomery,  the  landlord,  the 
former,  after  receipt  of  notice  to  quit,  had  taken  certain 
goods  as  exemptions  and  left  the  rest  to  pay  the  rent,  and 
had  thereby  waived  all  irregularities.  He  found  $104  due 
at  time  of  seizure. 

W.  E.  Middleton,  for  plaintiff. 

A.  D.  Lees,  Ottawa,  for  defendant. 

Meredith,  C.J. — The  finding  as  to  rent  due  was  correct, 
and  upon  the  evidence  the  distress  was  not  excessive.  There 
was  evidence  to  support  the  finding  below  as  to  waiver,  and 
therefore  such  finding  ought  not  to  be  disturbed.  The  con- 
tention that  the  sale  should  have  been  stopped  as  soon  as 
contents  of  barber  shop  had  been  sold  because  suflBcient  had 
been  realized  to  satisfy  rent,  expenses,  and  water  rates, 
though  not  taken  below,  fails  because  the  goods  sold  for 
their  full  value  and  the  whole  proceeds  were  accounted  for 
to  plaintiff  or  his  solicitor. 

Ferguson,  J.,  concurred. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

A.  E.  Lussier,  Ottawa,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

Lees  &  Kehoe,  Ottawa,  solicitors  for  defendant. 


May  3rd,  1902, 
divisional  court. 

BAILEY  V.  GILLIES. 

Quarantee—Consideration — yovation^Statute  of  Frauds,  sec.  4, 

Beattie  v.  Dinnick,  27  0.  B.  at  p.  295,  explained. 

AT>peal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  Eobertson,  J., 
in  favour  of  plaintiff  in  action  to  recover  amount  due  for 
work  and  labour  in  driving  saw  logs  down  the  Madawaska 
riTer  to  Amprior,  for  one  J.  McCrea,  who  was  under  con- 
tract with  defendants  for  that  purpose,  and  part  of  whose 
work  was  subsequently,  by  agreement  with  defendants,  per- 
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formed  for  them  by  plaintiff.  The  trial  Judge  found  that 
defendants  were  anxious  to  have  the  drive  finished,  and 
agreed  with  McCrea,  and  also  with  plaintiff,  to  take  over 
from  McCrea  the  several  contracts  he  had  with  defendants 
and  other  owners  of  saw  logs  and  to  pay  plaintiff  what  was 
due  him  at  the  time  from  McCrea,  and  also  for  continuing 
the  drive. 

W.  M.  Douglas,  K.C.,  for  appellants? 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  respondent. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  Lount,  J.) 
was  delivered  by 

Meredith,  C.J. — The  facts  and  the  findings  of  the 
learned  Judge  are  fully  set  forth  in  his  considered  judg- 
ment, which  was  delivered  on  the  11th  June,  1901,  and  it 
is  unnecessary  to  repeat  them. 

I  should  have  had  some  difficulty  in  coming  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  judgment  of  my  learned  brother  could  be  sup- 
ported merely  upon  the  ground  that  a  new  and  substantial 
consideration  passed  from  the  respondent  to  the  appellants 
for  the  promise  made  by  them  to  pay  what  was  owing  to 
the  respondent  for  the  work  done  by  him  for  McCrea  on  the 
drive,  and  that  sec.  4  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  did  not, 
therefore,  apply. 

Tumblay  v.  Meyers,  16  XJ.  C.  R.  143,  and  the  observa- 
tions of  my  brother  Street  with  regard  to  that  case  in 
Beattie  v.  Dinnick,  27  0.  E.  at  p.  295,  are  referred  to  by 
my  brother  Eobertson,  and  were  relied  on  by  the  respond- 
ent'jj  counsel  as  establishing  that  proposition;  but,  looking 
at  the  whole  of  my  brotlier  Street's  judgment  and  the  cases 
referred  to  by  him,  it  is  plain,  I  think,  that  he  did  not 
intend  to  express  his  assent  to  it. 

Expressions  of  opinion  in  some  of  the  English  cases,  no 
doubt,  lend  support  to  the  contention,,  but,  as  Mr.  De  Colyar 
points  out  (3rd  ed.,  p.  130  et  seq.),  the  law  is  otherwise, 
and  so  it  was  decided  to  be  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  James 
V.  Balfour,  7  A.  R.  461.  See  also  Barburg  India  Rubber 
Comb  Co.  V.  Martin,  18  Times  L.  R.  428. 

The  judgment  may,  however,  be  supported  upon  one  or 
other  of  two  grounds: — 

(1)  That  the  result  of  the  transactions  between  the  ap- 
pellants and  McCrea  and  the  respondent  was  that,  upon  the 
taking  over  by  the  appellants  of  the  drive  from  McCrea, 
the  appellants  assumed  the  liability  of  McCrea  to  the  res- 
pondent, and  the  respondent  accepted  the  appellants  as  his 
debtors  in  place  of  McCrea,  whose  liability  to  the  respondent 
was  put  an  end  to;  in  other  words,  on  the  ground  of  nova- 
tion. 
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Or  (2)  that,  assuming  that  McCrea's  indebtedness  to 
the  respondent  was  not  put  an  end  to,  the  appellants  took 
over  the  work,  and  the  promise  to  the  respondent  was  to 
pay  the  indebtedness  out  of  the  moneys  coming  to  McCrea 
from  the  appellants,  or  which  might  come  to  the  hands  of 
the  appellants  from  the  other  persons  whose  logs  formed 
part  of  the  drive.  These  moneys,  according  to  the  evidence, 
were  turned  over  by  McCrea  to  the  appellants  upon  the 
express  promise  by  them  that  they  would  pay  the  men  who 
agreed  to  remain  and  did  remain  on  the  drive  until  it  was 
put  through  or  they  were  discharged,  as  the  respondent  did, 
not  onlv  tiie  wages  thereafter  earned  by  them,  but  what  was 
coming  to  them  for  the  work  they  had  done  while  McCrea 
had  had  charge  of  the  drive. 

In  either  view,  the  promise  of  the  appellants  was  not 
within  sec.  4  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds :  De  Colyar  on  Guar- 
antees, 3rd  ed.,  p.  81  et  seq.,  103;  Clark  v.  Wendell,  16  TJ. 
C.  B.  352. 

The  judgment  should,  therefore,  be  affirmed,  and  the 
appeal  from  it  dismissed  with  costs. 

T.  H.  Grout,  Arnprior,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 
Thompson  &  Hunt,  Arnprior,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


May  3rd,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

WEBB  V.  GAGE. 

Mechanics*  Lien  —  "  Otcner  " — Lease^Coremmt  by  Lessee  to  Erect 

Buildings  on  Land. 

Gearing  v.  Robinson,  27  A.  E.  364,  followed. 

Appeal  by  defendant  Gage  from  judgment  of  Master  at 
Hamilton  in  action  to  realize  a  lien.  In  1899  defendant 
Guge  leased  certain  land  to  defendants  the  Hoepfner  Com- 
pany for  99  years,  by  indenture,  which  contained  a  covenant 
by  lessees  to  build  works  and  plant  to  the  value  of  $100,000, 
which,  when  completed,  were  to  become  the  property  of  the 
defendant  Gage.  The  plaintiff  claims  a  lien  in  respect  of 
work  done  and  materials  furnished  to  the  buildings,  and  the 
question  raised  is  whether,  by  reason  of  the  terms  of  the 
lease,  the  defendant  Gage  is  an  owner  within  the  meaning 
of  sec.  2,  sub-sec.  3,  of  the  Mechanics'  and  Wage-earners' 
lien  Act.  There  was  no  evidence  outside  of  the  lease  of 
any  request  by  defendant  Gage  to  plaintiff. 

6.  Lynch-Staunton,  K.C.,  and  W.  S.  McBrayne,  Hamil- 
ton, for  appellant. 

6.  H.  Levy,  Hamilton,  for  defendants  the  Hoepfner 
Company. 
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Q.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  and  W.  Bell,  Hamilton,  for  plaintiff. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C.  J-,  Lount,  J.) 
i^as  delivered  by 

Meredith,  C.J.— Mr.  Shepley  conceded  that  unless  this 
case  could  be  distinguished  from  Gearing  y.  Babinson,  27 
A.  H.  364,  he  could  not  support  the  judgment;  and  he  con- 
tended that  the  existence  of  the  obligation  imposed  on  the 
company  to  erect  the  buUdings  and  of  the  provision  as  to 
their  becoming  the  property  of  the  appellant,  neither  of 
which  existed  in  Gearing  v.  Bobinson,  made  the  cases  dis* 
tingUidhable. 

I  atii,  however,  not  of  ihtit  opinion. 

As  I  ttliderdtaUd  the  decision  in  Gearing  v.  Bobinson, 
it  is  necessary  in  order  to  charge  the  interest  of  the  ftppel* 
lant  in  the  land,  that  the  respondent  should  shew  not  only 
that  the  work  was  done  and  the  materials  were  furnished 
oli  behalf  of  the  appellant  or  with  his  privity  or  consent  or 
for  his  direct  benefit,  but  also  at  his  request  either  express 
or  implied. 

Mr.  Justice  Maclennan  said  (p.  372):  "Mrs.  Bobinson 
had  an  interest  in  the  land,  and  the  work  was  done  for  her 
at  her  request  and  upon  her  credit  and  on  her  behalf,  et<»., 
and  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  request  by  the  sub-lessors 
nor  of  any  dealing  of  any  kind  between  them  and  the 
plaintiflE.'' 

Substituting  for  "  Mrs.  Bobinson  ^'  the  "  company  ^*  and 
for  "sub-lessors"  "the  appellant,*'  this  statement  of  the 
learned  Judge  seems  to  me  to  apply  exactly  to  the  facts  of 
this  case. 

In  Graham  v.  Williams,  8  0.  E.  478,  9  0.  E.  458,  cited 
with  approval,  it  was  decided  that  mere  knowledge  of  or 
mere  consent  to  the  work  being  done  is  not  suflBcient,  and 
that  there  must  be  something  in  the  nature  of  a  direct  deal- 
ing between  the  contractor  and  the  person  whose  interest 
is  sought  to  be  charged,  to  entitle  the  contractor  to  a  charge 
on  that  interest.  , 

In  some  of  the  American  States  a  construction  more 
favourable  to  the  contractor  has  been  given  to  Mechanics* 
Lien  Acts,  the  provisions  of  which  were  somewhat  like  those 
Of  our  Act,  which  are  in  question  here,  though  not  identical 
with  them,  but  we  are,  of  course,  bound  to  follow  the  deci- 
sion 0^  the  Court  of  Appeal  of  this  Province  in  preference 
to  those  decisions;  and  following  it  the  appeal  must  be 
allowed  and  the  judgment  appealed  from  be  varied  by  direct- 
ing the  action  as  against  the  appellant  to  be  dismissed  with 
<!08ts,  and  the  respondent  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  appeal. 

Bell  &  Pringle,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 
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Gibfion,  Osborne,  O^Beillj;  &  Levy,  Hamilton,  solicitors 
for  the  Hoepfner  Company. 

Biggar  ft  McBrayne,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  defendant 
Gage. 

Moss,  J.A.  May  3rd,  1902. 

C.  A.-^CflAMBERS. 

MORRISON  V.  a  T.  R.  CO. 

Diwsoveru—Exitmination  of  Offlcer  of  Corporationr^Railway  Comr 
pany—Enoine-driver—Rules  4S9,  J^l-^Leave  to  Appeal— Terms 
— Costs. 

M<Maon  by  defendants  for  leave  to  appeal  from  order  of 
a  Divisional  Court,  ante  p.  263. 
D.  L.  McCarthy,  for  defendants. 
J.  6.  O^Donoghue,  for  plaintiff. 

Moss,  J.A. — The  precise  point  does  not  seem  to  have 
arisen  since  McLean  v.  G.  W.  R.  Co.,  7  P.  R.  358.  The  C. 
L.  P.  Act,  sec.  66,  was  then  in  force,  and  it  was  decided 
that  an  engine-driver  was  not  an  officer  within  that  sec- 
tion. The  question  arose  again  in  a  different  form  in 
Knight  V.  G.  T.  R.  Co.,  17  P.  R.  386,  and  it  was  held  that 
an  engine-driver  was  not  an  officer  within  the  Rule  then  in 
force.  On  the  general  question  as  to  who  are  and  are  not 
officers  of  a  corporation  the  views  of  the  Judges  are  much 
at  variance.  Li  view  of  all  the  circumstances,  I  think  leave 
t6  appeal  should  be  given.  The  point  is  said  to  be,  and  n6 
doubt  is,  one  of  much  importance,  not  only  to  the  defend*- 
ants  but  to  other  large  railway  companies,  having  regard  tt) 
the  effect  given  to  the  depositions  when  used  at  the  triftl 
under  Rtile  461.  Defendants  should  bear  plaintiff's  costs 
of  the  appeal  as  well  as  their  own,  in  any  event. 

May  3rd,  1900. 
divisional  cx)urt. 

LAMPHIER  V.  STAFFORD. 

Ditches  and  Watercourses — Constructiotir-Deepening'--Jurisdi€tion  of 
Enffineer—R.  8.  0,  ch,  283,  sees.  28,  3S. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  judgment  of  Palconbridge, 
CJ.,  in  favour  of  plaintiff  for  $5  damages  and  an  injunction; 
Action  for  damages  for  trespass  to  land  by  alleged  unlawfitl 
entry  on  plaintiffs  land  and  digging  a  ditch.  The  defend* 
ant  justified  his  acts  under  the  Ditches  and  Watercourses 
Act,  R.  S.  0.  ch.  285,  and  the  award  thereunder  of  the 
engineer  of  the  township  of  Richmond,  in  which  the  land  is 
situate.    The  award  provides  for  the  clearing  out  and  pos- 
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sibly  deepening  the  existing  ditch  on  the  east  side  of  the 
road  allowance  between  the  townships  of  Riclunond  and 
Tjendinaga,  and  also  a  ditch  on  the  land  in  question,  part 
of  lot  2  in  the  second  concession  of  Bichmond^  and  directs 
one  English,  the  owner  of  the  south  half  of  lot  2,  to  deepen 
the  latter  ditch  five  inches  and  clean  out,  so  as  to  allow  the 
water  to  run  freely  to  the  road  ditch,  and  imposes  on  plain- 
tiff the  duty  of  maintaining  the  latter  ditch  after  being 
cleaned  and  deepened  by  English.  After  English  had  fin- 
ished the  plaintiff  filled  up  the  ditch.  Assuming  that  the 
provisions  of  sec.  28  were  applicable,  and  that  he  had 
authority  under  it  to  let  the  work  of  cleaning  out  the  ditch 
directed  by  the  award  to  be  done  by  English,  the  engineer 
dnspected  it,  and  finding  it  filled  up,  assumed  to  let  *the 
work  of  cleaning  out  to  defendant,  who  was  proceeding  to 
do  so  when  stopped  by  the  injunction  in  this  action. 

H.  L.  Drayton,  for  defendant. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  Lount,  J.) 
was  delivered  by 

Meredith,  C.J. — It  would  appear  to  be  reasonably  clear 
that,  but  for  the  provisions  of  sec,  33,  all  that  the  Act  deals 
with  is  the  construction  and  the  subsequent  maintenance 
of  ditches,  and  "construction  ^'  is  defined  by  sec.  3  to  mean 
"the  original  opening  or  making  of  a  ditch  by  artificial 
means,"  and  that  is  therefore  what  McHenrv'  made  his 
reqmsition  for,  and  all  that  the  engineer  had  any  jurisdiction 
to  deal  with.  Nor  does  sec.  33  help  the  appellant.  It  no  doubt 
enables  a  land  owner  to  make  a  requisition  for  the  deepen- 
ing, widening,  or  covering  of  an  existing  ditch,  but  the  pro- 
vision is  not  one  enlarging  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  con- 
struction^' so  as  to  make  it  includ3  works  of  that  character; 
it  merely  applies  the  Act  to  such  works,  and  directs  that 
the  proceedings  to  be  taken  for  procuring  them  to  be  done 
under  the  Act  are  to  be  the  same  as  those  which  are  to  be 
taken  for  the  construction  of  a  ditch  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Act. 

I  have  searched  without  finding  anything  in  the  Act 
which  empowers  the  engineer,  when  one  kind  of  work  is 
asked  for,  to  direct  another  and  different  kind  in  whole  or 
in  part  to  be  imdertaken,  and,  with  every  desire  to  give  to 
the  Act  the  most  liberal  interpretation  possible,  I  am  unable 
to  see  my  way  to  upholding  the  jurisdiction  of  the  engineer 
to  make  the  award  and  under  the  requisition  in  pursuance  of 
which  he  assumed  to  make  it. 

The  proceeding  to  let  the  work  as  was  done  by  the 
engineer  was  unauthorized  by  the  Act.     The  provisions  of 
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sec.  28,  tinder  which  he  assumed  to  act,  were,  I  think,  clearly 
not  applicable.  The  work  directed  by  the  award  to  be  done 
by  English  on  the  respondent's  lands  had  been  completed  by 
him,  and  the  proceeding  should  have  been,  if  under  the  Act, 
tliat  provided  by  sec.  35  for  the  neglect  of  the  respondent  to 
maintain  the  ditch  as  directed  by  the  award.  The  pro- 
visions of  that  section  were  not  complied  with,  and  the  acts 
of  the  engineer  and  of  the  appellant  were  therefore  wholly 
unauthorized  and  illegal. 

I  desire  not  to  be  understood  as  not  agreeing  in  the  other 
reasons  assigned  by  the  learned  Chief  Justice  for  his  judg- 
ment. I  have  formed  and  express  no  opinion  as  to  them, 
not  having  found  it  necessarj'  for  the  disposition  of  the 
appeal  to  do  so. 

The  appeal,  in  my  opinion,  fails  and  should  be  dismissed 
with  costs. 

Deroche  &  Madden,  Napanee,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

J.  English,  Napanee,  solicitor  for  defendant. 

May  3rd,  1902. 

DIVISIONAL   COURT. 

CABR  V.  O'ROURKE. 

Administration — Grant— Discretion  of  Court— Newt  of  Kin— Persons 
to  he  Cited— Surrogate  Courts  Act,  sees.  Jjtl,  59. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  Surrogate  Court 
of  Kent  dismissing  the  action,  which  was  brought  by  the 
brother  of  Daniel  Carr,  deceased,  to  revoke  letters  of  ad- 
ministration of  his  estate  granted  to  defendant,  who  is 
married  to  a  niece  of  the  deceased.  Robert  Daniel  Payne, 
a  nephew  of  deceased,  had»been  in  October,  1899,  appointed 
committee  of  his  person  and  estate.  Plaintiff  alleges  that 
•defendant  is  not  one  of  the  next  of  kin,  and  that  as  brother 
of  deceased,  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  administer.  Daniel  Carr 
left  him  surviving  the  plaintiff,  and  one  sister,  whose  daugh- 
ter is  married  to  defendant.  The  Surrogate  Court  held  that 
plaintiff,  having  for  many  years  been  a  citizen  of  and  domi- 
ciled in  a  foreign  country,  was  not  entitled  to  administer, 
providing  that  any  other  fit  and  proper  person  of  equal 
degree  of  relationship  to  deceased  or  the  appointee  of  such 
person  applied,  and  that  at  all  events  plaintiff  is  practically 
blind,  and,  from  age  and  physical  infirmities,  not  a  fit  and 
proper  person;  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  collusion  be- 
tween the  committee  and  plaintiff;  and  that  it  was  not  the 
practice  to  cite  persons  living  outride  the  Province,  where, 
ai»  in  this  case,  stiitable  relatives  resided  in  it. 
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M.  Wilson,  K,C.,  and  J.  B.  O'Flynn,  Chatham,  for 
plaintiff. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

The  Judgment  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  Lount,  J.> 
was  delivered  by 

Meredith,  C.J. — Section  59  of  the  Surrogate  Courts- 
Act  provides  that  in  the  case  of  a  person  who  has  died  in- 
testate, where  it  appears  to  be  necessary  or  convenient,. by 
reason  of  the  insolvency  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased  or 
other  special  circxmistances,  to  appoint  some  person  to  be 
the  administrator  of  the  property  of  the  deceased  or  of  any 
part  of  it,  other  than  the  person  who  but  for  the  provision 
of  the  section  would  have  been  entitled  to  a  grant  of  admin- 
istration, it  is  not  to  be  obligatory  upon  the  Court  to  grant 
adminietration  to  the  person  who  but  for  the  section  would 
have  been  entitled  to  the  grant,  but  the  Court  is  empowered 
in  its  discretion  to  appoint  such  person  as  the  Court  thinks^ 
fit  to  be  the  administrator. 

The  cases  decided  on  the  analogous  provision  of  the 
English  Court  of  Probate  Act,  1857  (20  &  21  Vict.  ch.  77),. 
have  given  a  somewhat  narrow  construction  to  it,  and  it  is- 
possible  that  on  the  facts  of  this  case  the  English  Pro- 
bate Court  might  not  have  exercised  its  discretion  in  favour 
of  making  the  grant  to  the  respondent. 

Bv  the  provisions  of  sec.  41  of  the  Surrogate  Courts^ 
Act,  it  is  only  the  next  of  kin  resident  in  Ontario  who  are 
required  to  be  cited  or  summ-oned  where  the  application  is 
made  by  a  person  not  entitled  to  the  grant  as  next  of  kin 
of  the  deceased. 

The  Surrogate  Court,  therefore,  had  before  it  all  those 
who  are  required  to  be  cited  or  summoned,  and  the  consent 
and  request  of  all  of  them  that  the  respondent  should  be 
appointed  administrator,  and,  having  regard  to  the  nature 
of  the  property  left  by  the  deceased,  which  consisted  of  a 
farm  as  well  as  of  considerable  personal  property  which 
required  to  be  looked  after,  and  the  age  of  Mary  Payne  and 
her  illiteracy,  it  cannot  be  said,  I  think,  that  the  learned 
Judge  exercised  his  discretion  improperly  in  directing  the 
grant  to  be  made  to  the  respondent. 

The  practice  of  the  Surrogate  Courts  of  this  Province 
appears  to  be  to  apply  the  provisions  of  sec.  59  more  liber- 
ally than  do  the  English  Courts  the  corresponding  provision 
of  the  English  Probate  Act,  and  I  see  no  reason  why  the 
more  liberal  practice  which  has  been  adopted  in  this  Pro- 
vince  should  not  be  continued. 

Fraud  and  misrepresentation  being  out  of  the  case,  and 
the    Surrogate    Court    having    exercised    its    discretion    in 
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favour  of  making  the  grant  to  the  respondent,  I  doubt 
whether  the  ease  would  be  one  for  the  revocation  of  the 
grant,  even  if  it  appeared  that  that  discretion  had  been 
improperly  exercised. 

I  have  found  no  case  in  which  since  the  enactment  of 
sec.  73  of  the  English  Probate  Act,  which  is  the  correspoiidf 
ing  section  to  sec.  59  of  our  Act,  a  grant  has  beeji  revoked 
because  it  has  appeared  that  it  was  made  in  circumstances 
which  according  to  the  practice  of  the  Probate  Court  it  was 
not  usual  to  treat  as  special  circumstances  Vithin  the  mean*^ 
ing  of  sec.  73. 

Cases  decided  before  the  change  in  the  law  eflEected  by 
sec.  73  was  made  are  distinguishable,  because  before  that 
change  it  was  obligatory  on  the  Court,  in  case  of  intestacy, 
to  commit  the  administration  to  the  next  and  most  lawful 
friends  of  the  deceased  (31  Edw.  III.  ch.  11),  or  to  the  widow 
of  the  deceased,  or  to  the  next  of  his  kin  or  to  both  (21 
Hen.  VIII.  ch.  5,  sec.  3),  and  therefore  the  Court  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  commit  the  administration  to  a  stranger,  but 
now  the  Court  is,  by  sec.  59,  empowered  in  its  discretion  to 
commit  the  administration  to  a  stranger  if  there  are  special 
circumstances  which  in  its  opinion  make  it  necessary  or 
convenient  to  do  so. 

Upon  the  whale,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  appeal  fails 
and  should  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

J.  B.  O'Flynn,  Chatham,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

J.  B.  Rankin,  Chatham,  solicitor  for  defendant. 


May  3rd,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

KEENAN  V.  BICHARDSON. 

Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency^Preference—Ohattel  Mortgage^Attack 
within  60  Daj/9^Statutory  Presumption— Satisfaction  of  Onus 
— Oood  Faith— Kotice— Knowledge, 

jJana  v.  McLean,  2  0.  L.  R.  466,  followed. 

Appeal  by  plaintiif  from  judgment  of  Boyd,  C,  dismiss- 
ing action  by  plaintiff,  a  creditor  of  one  J.  Wilson,  to  set 
aside  a  chattel  mortgage  made  by  him  to  defendant  on  the 
19th  February,  1900,  alleged  to  have  been  made  with  intent 
to  give  an  unjust  preference.  The  defendant  held  a  mort- 
gage for  $7,000  on  Wilson's  farm,  upon  which  interest 
amounting  to  upwards  of  $1,600  was  in  arrear.  The  mort- 
gage contained  a  distress  clause,  in  the  form  of  the  schedule 
to  the  Short  Forms  Act,  and  the  evidence  shewed  that  de- 
fendant beUeved  he  was  entitled  to  distrain  for  $1,600,  and 
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had  threatened  to  do  so  when   the    chattel    mortgage  was 
given.  This  action  was  commenced  on  the  17th  March,  1900. 

J.  P.  Mabee,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

6.  6.  McPherson,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  Lount,  J.) 
was  delivered  by 

Meredith,  C.J. — The  onus,  if  insolvency  of  Wilson  ex- 
isted  or  was  impending,  was  on  the  respondent  to  rebut  the 
prima  facie  presumption  of  the  intent  to  prefer  which 
arises  under  sub-sec.  3  of  sec.  2  of  B.  S.  0.  ch.  147. 

The  Chancellor  was  of  opinion  that  this  onus  had  been 
satisfied,  and  in  that  conclusion  I  agree. 

Assuming  that  it  was  shewn  that  Wilson,  when  the 
chattel  mortgage  was  given,  was  in  insolvent  circumstances^ 
— for  that  is,  I  think,  in  some  doubt  on  the  evidence, — I 
agree  in  the  findings  of  the  Chancellor  that  this  was  not 
known  to  the  respondent,  and  the  proper  conclusion  upon 
the  evidence  is  that  reached  by  the  Chancellor,  that  the 
chattel  mortgage  was  made  and  taken  in  good  faith  and  only 
for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  pa}'ment  of  the  part  of  the 
arrears  of  interest  which  was  secured  by  it,  and  for  which 
it  was  believed  by  both  parties  to  the  transaction  the  respon- 
dent had  an  immediate  right  to  disti-ain  on  the  goods  and 
chattels  embraced  in  the  chattel  mortgage,  and  in  order  to 
relieve  Wilson  from  the  liability  to  have  them  distrained. 

It  does  not  appear  to  have  been  called  to  the  attention 
of  the  Chancellor  that  the  interest  due  was  post  diem  in- 
terest, and  that  there  was  therefore  no  right  to  distrain  for 
it,  but  that  is,  I  think,  unimportant,  and  does  not  affect 
the  correctness  of  the  conclusion  that  the  prima  facie  pre- 
sumption was  rebutted  and  that  the  intent  was  not  to  pre- 
fer contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 

The  fact  that,  when  the  chattel  mortgage  was  given,  the 
claim  which  the  plaintiff  was  making  was  not  to  establish 
any  debt  or  money  liability  of  Wilson  to  her,  but  to  have 
it  declared  that  Wilson  was  trustee  for  her  of  certain  land^ 
or  in  the  alternative  to  have  it  declared  that  she  was  en- 
titled to  a  lien  on  this  land  for  $400,  is  not  unimportant  in 
determining  the  question  of  intent  in  favour  of  the  respon- 
dent. 

The  testimony  of  Wilson  was  relied  on' as  establishing 
that  the  chattel  mortgage  was  given  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
tecting Wilson's  chattel  property  against  the  claim  which 
was  being  made  by  the  appellant  against  him,  but  it  is  not 
very  satisfactory,  and,  as  against  the  positive  contradiction 
of  the  respondent,  is  quite  insufficient  to  justify  a  finding 
that  the  chattel  mortgage  was  given  with  that  intent. 
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That  the  statutory  presumption  against  the  chattel  mort- 
gage may  be  rebutted,  even  if  Wilson  were  insolvent,  by 
shewing  that  it  was  given  in  good  faith  and  without  know- 
ledge or  notice  to  the  respondent  of  the  insolvency,  was 
decided  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Dana  v.  McLean,  2  0.  L. 
B.  466. 

The  appeal,  in  my  opinion,  fails  and  must  be  dismissed 
with  costs. 


May  3rd,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

PIMPERTON  V.  McKENZIE. 

Negligence— Injuries  Caused  by— Liability  for— Duty— Volunteer. 

Motion  by  plaintiff  to  set  aside  nonsuit  entered  by  Fal- 
CONBRIDGE,  C.J.,  and  for  a  new  trial  in  action  by  admin- 
istratrix of  estate  and  mother  of  Maurice  Pimperton,  de- 
ceased, to  recover  damages  for  his  death.  The  defendant  is 
lessee  of  a  wharf  adjoining  the  basin  of  the  Eideau  canal 
in  the  town  of  Smith's  Falls,  and  uses  a  derrick  erected  for 
the  purpose  of  unloading  boats  filled  with  coal,  to  be  used 
by  defendant  in  his  business  as  a  coal  merchant.  On  15th 
May,  1901,  plaintiff's  son  came  upon  the  wharf  to  help  unload 
sand  from  a  barge,  whose  captain  had  paid  $5  for  the  use 
of  the  wharf,  when,  owing,  as  alleged,  to  the  negligent  con- 
Btruction  and  negligent  staying  and  management  of  the  der- 
rick, by  the  defendant,  who  assumed  it  as  a  volunteer,  the 
derrick  overbalanced  and  fell  upon  the  plaintiff's  son  and 
instantly  killed  him.  The  derrick  was  sustained  by  guy 
ropes,  and  defendant,  it  is  alleged,  did  not  fasten  one 
securely,  which  was  untied  to  enable  the  boom  to  be  turned 
to  the  south.  The  Chief  Justice  distinguished  this  case 
from  Collier  v.  M.  C.  E.  Co.,  27  A.  E.  630,  and  withdrew 
the  case  from  the  jury  at  the  close  of  the  evidence  on  behalf 
of  plaintiff,  on  the  ground,  that  where  one  person  charges 
negligence  against  another,  the  basis  of  the  action  must  lie 
in  some  duty  which  was  due  by  the  defendant  to  the  plain- 
tiff; that  in  this  case  defendant  had  nothing  to  do  with  the 
unloading  of  the  vessel,  the  sand  was  not  for  him,  and  ho 
had  not  assumed  any  duty,  but  was  acting  as  a  mere  volun- 
teer. 

Q.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  Tjount,  J.) 
was  delivered  by 

Meredith,  C.J. — ^Having  regard  to  the  arrangement  as 
to  the  use  of  the  derrick  and  boom,  which  cast  no  duty  upon 
the  resnondent  as  to  the  placing  of  them  in  position  for  use. 
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the  evidence  adduced  by  the  appellant  failed  to  make  a  case 
entitling  her  to  have  this  question  submitted  to  the  jury. 

The  appellant  also  entirely  failed  to  sheiT  tiiat  the  der^ 
rick  and  boom  were  improperly  constructed  or  that  they 
were  not  well  fitted  to  perform  the  work  they  were  intended 
to  do,  had  they  been  properly  managed  and  controlled  by 
means  of  the  appliances  with  which  they  were  provided  for 
that  purpose. 

If  I  am  right  thus  far,  the  appellant's  case  as  presented 
in  her  pleadings  failed,  but  it  was  attempted  to  be  supported 
at  the  trial  and  on  the  argument  before  us  on  another 
ground,  viz.,  that  the  respondent  had  undertaken  the  duty 
of  making  fast  the  fourth  guy  rope,  and  that  he  had  failed 
to  perform  that  duty,  and  that  this  was  the  cause  of  the 
accident. 

This  contention  also,  in  my  opinion,  failed;  the  testimony 
adduced  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  the  respondent 
imdertook  this  duty  and  failed  to  perform  it  was,  I  think, 
quite  insufficient  to  warrant  a  finding  against  him. 

I  have  searched  in  vain  for  anything  to  indicate  that 
those  in  charge  of  the  work  had  delegated  that  duty  to  the 
•respondent  or  that  they  relied  on  him  to  perform  it.  On 
the  contrary,  the  witness  Soper,  one  of  the  bargemen  en- 
gaged on  the  work,  according  to  his  testimony,  saw  that  the 
fourth  guy  rope  was  not  tied,  and  apparently  did  and  said 
nothing,  although  he  knew  that  the  result  would  be  danger 
that  the  derrick  might  fall;  if  it  was  necessary  to  avoid  that 
danger  that  the  rope  should  be  securely  fastened,  he  would, 
had  the  respondent  been  the  person  who  had  undertaken  the 
duty  of  doing  this,  either  have  called  his  attention  to  his 
neglect  of  his  duty,  or  have  called  the  attention  of  some 
one  else  connected  with  the  barge  to  it;  that  he  did  not  do 
so  would  seem  to  be  attributable  only  to  the  fact  that  he 
did  not  suppose  that  this  duty  had  been  intrusted  to  or  had 
been  undertaken  by  the  respondent. 

I  have  assumed  that,  had  this  branch  of  the  case  been 
made  out  on  the  facts,  th^  respondent  would  have  been 
liable  for  the  consequences  of  his  failure  to  perform  the 
duty  he  had  undertaken.  It  is  not,  however,  necessary  to 
consider  how  far  such  an  assumption  is  well  founded,  for  on 
the  facts,  in  my  opinion,  the  appellant's  case  failed. 

Having  come  to  this  conclusion,  it  follows  that  the  ruling 
and  judgment  of  the  learned  Chief  Justice  were  right  and 
the  appeal  fails  and  should  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Lavell,  Farrell,  &  Lavell,  Smith's  Falls,  solicitors  for 
plaintiff. 

Hall  &  Hall,  Smith's  Falls,  solicitors  for  defendant. 
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Snider,  Co.  J.  April  28th,  1902. 

C.    C.  WENTWORTH. 

LEADER  V.  SIDDALL. 

Pleading — Statement  of  Claim— Altei-native  Claimr-Sale  or  Conver- 
aion—Coticise  Statement  of  Doubtful  Facta— Rule  268. 

Motion  by  defendant  to  strike  out  of  or  direct  an  amend- 
ment of  the  following  paragraph  of  the  statement  of  claim : 

On  or  about  the  12th  day  of  October,  1895,  the  plaintiff 
nsold  and  delivered  to  the  deferidant,  or  the  defendant  wrongfully 
converted  to  his  own  usi,  one  organ  at  the  price,  or  of  the 
value  of,  $100. 

D'Arcy  Tate,  Hamilton,  for  defendant. 

S.  P.  Washington,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

Snider,  Co.  J. — By  Rule  268  pleadings  are  to  be  as  con- 
cise as  they  can  be,  consistently  with  giving  a  fair  statement 
of  the  facts  relied  upon.  It  seems  quite  reasonable  that, 
if  a  sale  of  the  organ  in  question  were  alone  claimed,  the 
usual  form  is  quite  sufficient,  that  stating  the  bare  fact  that 
it  was  sold  and  delivered;  or,  if  a  conversion  only  were 
claimed,  then  the  form  for  conversion  would  be  enough.  In 
this  case  the  plaintiff  comes  to  the  Court  and  says,  as  he 
may  now  do  under  the  Rules :  "  The  defendant  owes  me  or 
I  am  entitled  to  recover  from  him  $100,  for  an  organ,  but 
whether  the  facts  are  such  as  to  establish  a  sale  or  a  con- 
version I  cannot  quite  say,  but  they  amount  to  one  or  the 
other."  Here,  I  think  the  Court  and  the  defendant  are  both 
entitled  to  have  under  Rule  268  a  concise  statement  of  these 
doubtful  facts,  as  under  the  circumstances  in  this  alternative 
claim  I  think  they  are  the  material  facts,  and  should  be  con- 
cisely stated,  and  a  claim  of  the  alternative  legal  right  madje 
upon  them.  See  notes  to  BuUen  &  Leake,  4th  ed.,  p.  12, 
and  cases  there  cited;  Holmested  &  Langton,  p.  453  et  seq. 

Order  granted  accordingly  with  costs  to  the  defendant 
in  any  event  of  the  cause. 

Washington  &  Beasley,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Carscallen  &  Cahill,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  defendant. 
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,  October  21st,  1901, 

divisional  court. 
HOLMAN  V.  TIMES  PRINTING  CO. 

Master  and  ServarU  —  Injury  to  8ervant-4nfant—NegUgenc€  of 
Foreman  in  Requiring  Machine  to  Run  at  High  Speed, 

Motion  by  plaintiff  to  set  aside  judgment  of  nonsuit  of 
MacMahon,  J.,  and  for  a  new  trial,  in  action  for  damages 
for  injuries  sustained  by  infant  plaintiff,  a  boy  16  years 
old,  while  employed  by  defendants  working  at  a  Coifs  Uni- 
versal or  Armory  printing  press,  printing  coupon  railway 
ticbets.  The  infant  plaintiff's  right  hand  was  caught  be- 
tween the  moving  plate  and  stationary  frame,  crushed,  and 
had  to  be  amputated.  In  giving  his  evidence  the  infant 
plaintiff  stated  that  "  it  may  be  that  whil^e  my  right  hand 
was  holding  one  of  these  coupons  flat  against  the  plate,  I 
was  working  my  left  to  throw  off  the  impression,  and  owing 
to  the  difficulty  I  found  in  doing  this,  my  whole  attention 
may  have  been  taken  up  with  my  left  hand,  and  I  forgot 
where  my  right  was."  The  trial  Judge  held  that  the  infant 
plaintiff  was  thus  the  author  of  his  own  wrong,  and  that 
the  accident  was  not,  therefore,  as  alleged,  due  to  the  action 
of  the  defendants'  foreman,  who  insisted  on  having  the  boy 
run  the  machine  at  second  instead  of  first  speed,  and  non- 
suited, following  Eoberts  v.  Taylor,  31  0.  B.  10. 

D'Arcy  Tate,  Hamilton,  for  plaintiff. 

John  Crerar,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Boyd,  C,  Ferguson,  J.) 
was  delivered  by 

Boyd,  C. — The  learned  Judge  who  tried  this  case  says 
that  he  would  have  let  it  go  before  the  jury  upon  the  evi- 
dence given  for  the  plaintiff,  had  it  not  been  for  an  expres- 
sion used  by  the  plaintiff  at  p.  9  of  book,  that  the  accident 
happened  because  he  must  have  forgotten  that  his  hand  was 
on  the  press  as  it  moved. 

In  my  opinion,  this  is  putting  too  much  emphasis  upon 
the  words  of  the  boy,  as  if  there  was  some  negligence  ad- 
mitted by  him  in  not  withdrawing  his  hand.  There  must 
have  been  some  inadvertence,  owing  to  the  rapid  action  of 
Die  press,  and  the  overworked  condition  of  the  lad,  which 
detracted  from  his  normal  state  of  alertness,  but  I  think  it 
M'ould  be  deciding  contran*  to  the  views  expressed  in  Scriver 
v.  I^w,  32  O.  R.  200  (not  cited  at  the  trial),  to  hold  that 
the  case  is  thereby  to  l)e  concluded  by  the  Judge  against 
the  plaintiff. 

See  also  I^obinson  v.  Toronto  Railway  Co.,  2  0.  L.  K.  18. 
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The  nonsuit  should  he  set  aside  and  the  case  allowed  to 
proceed  to  trial:  cost  in  the  cause  to  the  plaintiflf. 

Carscallen  &  Cahill,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 
Crerar  &  Cierar,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


Maclennan,  J.A.  May  5th,  1902. 

c.  a. — chambers. 

FRANKEL  v.  G.  T.  R.  CO. 

Appeal— To  Supreme  Court  of  Canada — Subject  Matter  in  Contro- 
versy $1,000— Counterclaim  for  $1,223. 

Motion  by  defendants  for  the  allowance  of  the  bond  on 
their  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  ante  p.  254. 

H.  E.  Pose,  for  defendants. 

James  Baird,  for  plaintiflEs. 

Maclennan,  J.A. — The  plaintiffs  have  no  objection  to 
the  bond,  but  object  that  no  appeal  liiee  by  reason  of  the 
Act  of  the  Dominion  60  &  61  Vict.  ch.  34,  sec.  1,  which 
enacts  that  no  appeal  shall  lie  fromi  any  judgment  of  this 
Court  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  except  in  certain 
cases,  unless  special  leave  of  this  Court  or  of  the  Supreme 
Court  is  obtained,  which  has  not  been  done. 

Mr.  Baird  contends  that  the  case  is  not  within  any  of 
the  clauses  making  an  appeal  competent;  while  Mr.  Rosa 
says  it  is  within  clauses  (c)  and  (f),  inasmuch  as  the  matter 
in  controversy  on  the  appeal  exceeds  the  sum  or  value  of 
$1,000  as  explained  in  the  latter  of  these  two  clauses. 

The  plaintiffs  claimed  $1,500  damages  for  delay  in  de- 
livery of  a  large  quantity  of  iron  carried  by  them  for  the 
plaintiffs,  the  damages*  being  caused  by  a  fall  in  the  price  of 
the  iron  between  the  time  when  it  ought  to  have  been  de- 
livered and  the  time  of  its  actual  delivery. 

The  defendants,  besides  denying  the  charge  of  non- 
delivery in  due  time,  counterclaimed  for  demurrage  for  the 
use  of  ^heir  cars  on  which  the  iron  was  loaded  for  several 
months,  and  for  this  they  claimed  $1,223. 

The  trial  Judge  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs  for 
$1,000,  estimating  the  damage  upon  the  fall  of  price  be- 
tween the  time  when  delivery  should  have  been  made  and 
the  time  of  actual  delivery,  and  he  dismissed  the  counter- 
claim. 

The  defendants  appeal  to  this  Court,  which  allowed  the 
appeal  by  limiting  the  damages  to  the  fall  in  price  during 
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a  considerably  shorter  time  than  that  fixed  by  the  trial 
Judge,  to  be  ascertained  upon  a  reference.  The  defendants 
contended  in  this  Court  that  the  judgment  dismissing  their 
counterclaim  was  erroneous,  and  their  appeal  was  dismissed. 

The  plaintiffs'  counsel  on  the  argument  before  me  said 
the  plaintiffs'  claim  in  the  reference  would  be  less  than 
$1,000,  but  I  think  I  cannot  act  upon  that  statement. 
Their  claimi  in  their  pleading  was  $1,500,  and,  although  the 
judgment  which  they  recovered  was  only  $1,000,  I  am  un- 
able to  see  that  they  would  be  limited  to  that  sum  upon 
the  reference  under  the  present  judgment. 

I  therefore  think  that  the  matter  in  controversy  in  this 
appeal,  on  the  plaintiffs'  claim,  exceeds  the  sum  or  value 
of  $1,000  within  clause  (e)  of  the  Act. 

But,  however  that  may  be,  I  think  it  is  a  sufficient 
answer  to  the  plaintiffs'  objection,  that  the  defendants'  claim 
upon  their  counterclaim  is  the  same  in  their  proposed  ap- 
peal to  the  Supreme  Court  as  h  was  at  the  trial  and  in  the 
appeal  to  this  Court,  namely,  the  sum  of  $1,223,  and  that 
being  so,  they  are  entitled  to  appeal  without  leave. 

I  overrule  the  objection  and  allow  the  bond. 


Maclennan,  J.A.  May  6th,  1902. 

c.  a. — chambers. 

HAYNES  V.  EDMONDS. 

Appeal— To  Court  of  Appeal  —  Surrogate  Court  Case  —  Divisional 

Court— Further  Appeal, 

An  appeal  by  a  party  to  the  Court  of  Appeal  from  aa 
order  of  a  Divisional  Court  dismissing  his  appeal  from  a 
judgment  of  a  Surrogate  Court  does  not  lie.  McVeain  v. 
Ridler,  17  P.  R.  353,  applied. 

Motion  by  plaintiff  to  quash  an  appeal  by  defendant  from 
order  of  a  Divisional  Court  dismissing  his  appeal  from  judg- 
ment of  a  Surrogate  Court  admitting  to  probate  a  paper 
propounded  as  a  will. 

J.  E.  Jones,  for  plaintiff. 

W.  J.  Tremeear,  for  defendant. 

Maclennan,  J.A. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no 
right  to  bring  this  appeal,  and  that  it  should  be  quashed. 

Section  36  of  the  Surrogate  Courts  Act  gives  an  appeal 
from  judgments  of  a  Surrogate  Court  to  a  Divisional  Court 
of  the  High  Court,  instead  of  to  the  Court  of  Appeal,  as  th'e 
law  was  prior  to  58  Vict.  ch.  13,  sec.  45.  And  this  right 
of  appeal  is  also  embodied  in  the  Judicature  Act,  E.  S.  0. 
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ch.  51,  sec.  75,  sub-sec.  4.  The  immediately  preceding 
section  of  the  Judicature  Act,  namely,  sec.  74,  declares  that 
**^  there  shall  not  be  more  than  one  appeal  in  this  Province 
from  any  judgment  or  order  made  in  any  action  or  matter, 
save  only  at  the  instance  of  the  Crown,  in  a  case  in  which 
tne  Crown  is  concerned,  and  save  in  certain  other  cases  here- 
inafter specified." 

Then  follows  sec.  76,  which  enacts  that,  subject  to  the 
exceptions  and  provisions  contained  in  this  Act,  an  appeal 
shall  lie  to  the  Court  of  Appeal  from  every  judgment,  order, 
or  decision  of  the  High  Court,  whether  the  judgment,  order, 
or  decision  was  that  of  a  Divisional  Court  or  of  a  Judge  in 
Court.  Mr.  Tremeear  very  properly  relif  d  on  this  section 
as  in  express  terms  giving  an  appeal  in  the  present  case, 
unless  it  could  be  shewn  that  it  is  excepted  somewhere  in 
the  Act.  I  think  it  is  clearly  excepted,  and  that  that  excep- 
tion is  to  be  found  in  the  following  sec,  77,  as  amended  by 
62  Vict.  (2)  ch.  11,  sec.  27.  That  section  as  amended 
enacts  that:  "  (1)  An  appeal  shall  not  lie  from  any  judg- 
ment or  order  of  a  Divisional  Court  except  as  hereinafter 
provided.  (2)  In  case  a  party  appeals  to  a  Divisional  Court 
of  the  High  Court  in  a  case  in  which  an  appeal  lies  to  the 
Court  of  Appeal,  the  party  having  so  appealed  shall  be 
entitled  afterwards  to  appeal  from  the  Divisional  Court  to 
the  Court  of  Appeal  upon  obtaining  leave  so  to  do  as  here- 
inafter provide!,  but  any  other  party  to  the  action  or 
matter  may  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeal  from  the  judg- 
ment or  order  of  the  Divisional  Court  without  obtaining 
such  leave."  The  right  of  appeal  to  this  Court  from  a 
Divisional  Court,  given  by  this  sub-sec.  2,  is  expressly  con- 
fined to  cases  in  which  an  appeal  would  have  lain  on  the 
first  instance  to  this  Court,  which  this  is  not.  And  the 
right  given  to  apply  for  leave  to  appeal  to  this  Court  given 
by  sub-sec.  3  in  like  manner  is  confined  to  judgments  or 
orders  of  a  Divisional  Court  pronounced  on  an  appeal  in  a 
cause  or  matter  in  the  High  Court. 

It  is  therefore  clear  that  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of 
a  Divisional  Court  given  upon  an  appeal  from  a  Surrogate 
Court,  under  the  Surrogate  Courts  Act,  sec.  36,  is  not  with- 
in the  exception  to  sec.  77,  sub-sec.  1,  and  that  such  an 
appeal  does  not  lie. 

In  tiie  case  of  McVeain  v.  Eidler,  17  P.  K.  353,  cited  by 
Mr.  Jones,  this  Court  in  1897  quashed  an  appeal  in  a  County 
Court  action  from  a  judgment  of  a  Divisional  Court  on  the 
ground  that  no  appeal  lay  either  with  or  without  leave.  No 
distinction  can  be  suggested  between  an  appeal  in  a  County 
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Court  case  and  a  case  in  the  Surrogate  Court  with  reference 
to  the  question  now  before  me. 

.The  motion  to  quash  must  therefore  be  granted. 

Maxwell  &  Maxwell,  St.  Thomas,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

J.  A.  Bobinson,  St.  Thomas^  solicitor  for  defendant. 


May  6th,  1902. 

divisional  court. 

CLEMENS  V.  BARTIiETT,  FRAZIER,  &  CO. 

Execution — Agreement  to  Work  Farm  and  Bhare  Proflts-^Partner' 
ship  —  Higfit  of  Sheriff  to  Seize  Interest  of  one  Partner  in 
Grain,  but  not  to  Take  it  out  of  Possession  of  Other  Partner. 

Ovens  V.  Bull,  1  A.  B.  62,  followed. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  Bobertson,  J.,. 
in  favour  of  plaintiff  in  an  interpleader  issue  as  to  the  right 
to  the  iproceeds  of  certain  grain  and  chattels  seized  by  the 
sheriff  of  the  county  of  Waterloo.  The  defendants  are  exe- 
cution creditors  of  John  H.  Thamer,  who  absconded  from 
the  country  in  May,.  1901.  The  trial  Judge  found  a» 
facts  that  in  1894  the  plaintiff  owned  two  farms  and  had  an 
auction  sale  of  about  $2,600  worth  of  chattels,  etc.  Of  these 
Thamer,  then  21  years  of  age,  plaintiff's  nephew  and  adopted 
son,  and  who  was  living  with  him,  bought  $900  worth,  but 
did  not  pay  for  them,  and  during  the  subsequent  years 
worked  one  of  the  farms' on  shares  with  the  plaintiff,  who 
remained  in  possession;  that  at  the  tim.e  Thamer  left  he 
owed  plaintiff  $3,400 ;  that  certain  grain  had  been  held  over 
and  not  sold,  but  the  balance  had  been  sold  and  proceeds 
appropriated  by  Thamer;  and  that  at  the  time  of  the  seizure 
the  plaintiff,  being  a  partner  and  in  possession,  was  entitled 
to  the  grain,  and  that  the  goods  had  always  been  the  pro- 
perty of  plaintiff  under  his  agreement  with  Thamer,  wha 
pursuant  to  it  had  from  time  to  time  replaced  worn  out 
articles. 

F.  Amoldi,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

E.  P.  Clement,  Berlin,  for  plaintiff. 

The  Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  MacMahon,  J.,  Lount, 
J.)  held  that  the  judgment  below  was  right  and  should  be 
affirmed.  The  chattels  never  became  the  property  of 
Thamer.  The  agreement  constituted  the  plaintiff  and 
Thamer  partners,  for,  though  nothing  was  said  about  losses^ 
profits  only  having  been  provided  for,  there  being  no  con- 
trary intention  shewn,  it  amounted  to  an  agreement  to  share 
losses:    Lindley  on  Partnership,  5th  ed.,  p.  12  et  seq.    The 
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sheriff  had,  no  doubt,  the  right  under  the  attaching  order 
to  seize  the  grain,  but  no  right  to  take  it  out  of  the  posses- 
sion of  the  plaintiff,  and  nothing  but  Thamer's  interest  in 
it  could  be  sold:  Lindley,  p.  356  et  seq.  The  issue  is  not 
to  try  the  right  of  Thamer  to  a  share  of  the  property 
seized,  but  to  the  property  itself,  and  plaintiff  is  therefore 
entitled  to  succeed,  because  it  is  partnership  property. 
Ovens  V.  Bull,  1  A.  E.  62,  is,  on  the  facts,  a  conclusive 
authority  in  support  of  the  judgment  below  on  the  issue  as 
to  the  grain.     Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Bowlby  &  Clement,  Berlin,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Amoldi  &  Johnston,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


May  5th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

McCAULEY  V.  BUTLER. 
Solicitoi'— Costs— Collusive  Settlement  of  Action — Notice  of  Lien, 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  order  of  Ferguson,  J.,  ante 
p.  72. 

A.  B-  Cox,  London,  for  appellant. 

6.  C.  Gibbons,  K.C.,  for  respondent. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  Mac- 
Mahon,  J.,  Lount,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Meredith,  C.J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  my  learned 
brother's  judgment  is  right,  and  that  for  the  reasons  giveji 
by  him  the  notice  was  sufficient  in  point  of  form^  and  that 
it  operated  as  notice  to  the  appellant  from  the  time  it  was 
communicated  to  his  solicitor. 

With  regard  to  the  latter  point,  it  was  strongly  urged 
by  Mr.  Cox  that  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  treat  a  notice 
given  to  a  solicitor  as  a  notice  to  the  client  from  the  time  it 
was  given  to  the  solicitor,  when,  as  in  this  case,  it  could  not 
have  been  communicated  to  the  client  by  post  before  the 
payment  over  of  the  money,  or  it  might  be  in  another  case 
that  it  could  not  be  communicated  in  time  even  by  tele- 
graph or  any  other  means,  but  it  appears  to  me  that  such 
a  rule  is  not  unreasonable  and  works  no  hardship  upon  the 
client,  for  he  need  not  enter  into  or  complete  the  compro- 
mise until  he  has  communicated  with  his  solicitor  and  has 
ascertained  from  him  whether  there  is  anything  to  prevent 
hie  safely  doing  so. 

There  is  in  the  evidence,  however,  much  to  indicate  that 
the  money  was  not  paid  over  by  the  appellant  to  the  plain- 
tiff until  at  all  events  the  last  day  of  September.     It  may 
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be  that  the  moDiey  had  passed  out  of  the  hands  of  the  appel- 
lant into  the  hands  of  Hodgins  and  Fox  before  then,  but 
there  is  much  to  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  it  was  held  by 
them  not  for  the  plaintiff  but  for  the  appellant.  The 
recei/pi  that  was  given  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  $500  and  is 
dated  31  (sic)  September,  1901,  is  more  consistent  with  this 
than  with  the  opposite  view,  and  it  is  significant  that  in  the 
affidavit  of  the  appellant  the  statement  is  not  that  $200  was 
paid  to  the  plaintiff  but  to  Fox  on  the  14th  September,  and 
not  that  $300  was  paid  to  the  plaintiff  but  to  Hodgins  on 
the  16th  September,  and  it  is  reasonably  clear,  I  think,  that 
Hodgins  and  Fox  were  acting  for  the  appellant  in  the  trans- 
action, rather  than  for  the  plaintiff. 

I  should  also  upon  the  evidence  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  Fox  was  the  agent  of  the  appellant  to  do  what  he  did 
in  London  on  the  14th  September,  and  that  on  that  day  he 
received  notice  of  the  respondent's  claim  to  a  lien  for  his 
costs,  which  in  that  case  would  of  course  be  notice  to  the 
respondent,  and  I  am  very  much  inclined  to  think  that  Pox 
communicated  to  the  appellant  what  the  respondent  said  to, 
him  about  the  costs,  on  his  return  to  Lucan,  and  before  the 
last  $300  was  paid  to  Hodgins.  There  is  also,  I  think,  much 
to  justify  the  suspicion,  and  perhaps  the  finding,  that  the 
course  which  was  adopted  by  the  parties  with  regard  to  the 
compromise  and  the  carrying  of  it  out  was  designed  to  place 
matters  in  such  a  position  that  the  respondent  would  be 
compelled  to  accept  what  Fox  thought  to  be  a  reasonable 
sum  for  his  costs. 

The  appeal,  in  my  opinion,  fails  and  should  be  dismissed 
with  costs. 


May  8th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

REX  V.  DAOUST. 

Criminal   Laic—Evidetwe^Frisoner   as    Witness — Cross-examination 

— Com  tradict  ion. 

In  Canada,  a  prisoner  who  is  examined  on  his  own  be- 
half may  properly  be  cross-examined  as  to  whether  he  has 
Ibeen  previously  convicted.  If  he  refuses  to  answer  or 
denies  any  conviction,  it  may  be  proved  against  him. 

Case  stated  by  the  Judge  of  the  County  Court  of  Carle- 
ton.  The  defendant  was  charged  and  tried  summarily  by 
the  Judge  for  the  robbery  of  a  sum  of  money  from  one 
Gravelle.     The   accusation   or  indictment   of   the  prisoner 
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did  not  charge  him  with  any  previous  conviction.  Wit- 
nesses were  examined  on  both  sides,  and  the  prisoner,  on 
being  examined  on  his  own  behalf,  denied  that  he  was 
guilty,  and  upon  being  asked,  and  the  questions  objected 
to,  whether  he  had  several  times  previously  been  convicted 
of  indictable  offences,  admitted  five  previous  conviction:?. 
No  evidence  of  good  conduct  of  defendant  was  adduced, 
and  the  Judge  convicted,  certifying  that  the  evidence  of 
the  previous  convictions  had  effect  upon  his  mind  in  arriv- 
ing at  a  decision.  The  question  submitted  to  the  Court 
was  whether  the  evidence  of  the  previous  convictions  was 
properly  admitted. 

E.  Mahon,  Ottawa,  for  defendant. 

J.  K.  Cartwright,  K.C.,  and  Frank  Ford,  for  the  Crown. 

The  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Maclennan, 
Moss,  Garrow,  J  J.  a.)  held  as  follows: — When  the  Canada 
Evidence  Act,  1893,  was  introduced,  it  had  long  been  the 
law,  as  now  found  in  sec.  695  of  the  Criminal  Code,  1892, 
that  a  witness  might  be  questioned  as  to  whether  he  ha  3 
been  convicted  of  any  offence,  and  if,  upon  being  so  ques- 
tioned, he  either  denied  the  conviction  or  refused  to  answor, 
"the  opposite  party*'  might  prove  such  conviction  by  a 
certificate  of  the  proper  officer  in  manner  and  form  pre- 
scribed by  sec.  694  and  by  proving  the  identity  of  the  wit- 
ness as  such  convict.  The  right  and,  if  such 'it  can  be 
called,  the  privilege  of  the  accused  now  is  to  tender  himself 
as  a  witness.  When  he  does  so  he  puts  himself  forward  as 
a  credible  person,  and,  except  in  so  far  as  he  may  be 
sheltered  by  some  statutory  protection,  he  is  in  the  same 
situation  as  any  other  witness  as  regards  liability  to  and 
extent  of  cross-examination.  The  Imperial  Criminal  Evi- 
dence Act,  1898,  carefully  provides  that  a  person  charged 
and  called  as  a  witness  on  his  own  behalf  shall  not,  except 
under  certain  specific  circumstances,  be  asked,  and  if  asked 
shall  not  be  required  to  answer,  questions  tending  to  shew 
that  he  has  committed  or  been  convicted  of  or  charged  with 
any  offence  other  than  that  wherewith  he  is  then  charged, 
or  is  of  bad  character.  This  mav  have  been  done  out  of 
tenderness  for  the  accused,  who  may  feel  himself,  as  he  no 
doubt  in  most  cases  is,  under  a  sort  of  moral  compulsion 
to  give  evidence  for  himself,  the  Act  having  removed  his 
previous  disability  in  that  respect,  or  it  may  have  heen  tn 
order  to  avoid  any  even  apparent  inconsistonov  with  the 
provision  corresponding  to  that  of  sec.  676  of  the  Criminal 
Code  which  deals  with  the  proceedings  upon  an  indictment 
for   committing  an   offence  after  a  previous   conviction   or 
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convictions.  There  the  prisoner  is  to  be  arraigned  in  the 
first  instance  upon  so  much  only  of  the  indictment  as 
charges  the  subsequent  offence,  the  trial  of  the  question 
as  to  previous  convictions  being  deferred  until  he  shall  have 
been  found  guilty  of  that  offence.  Our  Criminal  Evidence 
Act  contains  no  section  corresponding  to  this  of  the  Im- 
perial Act,  the  only  exception  it  makes  to  the  competence 
of  the  accused  to  testify  being  in  respect  of  communications 
made  by  husband  to  wife  or  by  wife  to  husband  during 
their  marriage. 

i'ractically,  therefore,  although  the  provisions  of  sec. 
676  must  be  complied  with,  whenever  it  is  intended  for  the 
purpose  of  imposing  an  increased  punishment  to  try  the 
question  whether  the  accused  has  been  convicted  of  previ- 
ous ofl'ences,  he  incurs  the  risk,  if  he  chooses  to  testify 
on  his  own  behalf,  of  having  such  conviction  proved  against 
him  for  the  purpose  of  affecting  his  credit  and  thereby 
incidentally  prejudicing  his  position  with  the  jury  in  regard 
to  the  charge  then  on  trial,  a  risk  which  by  the  Imperial 
Act  it  has  been  deemed  proper  to  exclude. 

In  the  case  before  us  the  questions  were  proper,  and 
the  testimony  they  were  intended  to  elicit  relevant  to  the 
issue  as  going  to  the  credit  of  the  witness  and  as  authorized 
by  sec.  695  of  the  Code.  The  accused,  instead  of  refusing 
to  answer,*  stated  without  objection  what  was  probably  the 
truth.  Had  he  denied  the  facts  or  refused  to  answer,  the 
only  consequence  would  have  been  that  the  Crown  might 
have  proved  the  previous  conviction  in  the  manner  above 
stated.  It  is  therefore  clear  that  evidence  of  this  convic- 
tion by  the  accused's  own  admissions  was  proper,  and  it 
was  open  to  the  Judge  to  draw  therefrom  any  inference 
favourable  or  unfavourable  to  the  accused,  of  which  it  was 
justly  susceptible. 

May  8th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

EEX  V.  HANRAHAN. 

Criminal  Law— Common  Betting  House — Incorporated  AssocUitioiVs 
Race  Trackr— House  thereon  of  Joint  Stock  Company— Criminal 
Code,  sees.  197,  198,  20J,. 

Case  stated  under  the  provisions  of  sec.  744  of  the  Code, 
by  the  police  magistrate  for  the  city  of  Windsor,  as  to 
whether  he  was  right  in  convicting  defendant  under  sees. 
197  and  198  of  the  Code  for  unlawfully  keeping  a  dis- 
orderly house,  that  is,  a  common  betting  house.     It  was 
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shewn  before  the  magistrate  that  a  house  was  used  and 
kept  for  betting  between  persons  resorting  thereto,  and  the 
keeper^  and  that  defendant  appeared  to  be  the  person 
having  the  management,  and  was  therefore  found  to  be 
the  keeper;  that  the  house  was  owned  by  a  joint  stock  com- 
pany called  "The  Essex  Racing  and  Athletic  Club/'  of 
which  defendant  is  president,  and  is  situate  on  the  race 
track  of  the  Windsor  Driving  Park,  a  duly  incorporated 
association;  that  on  the  date  stated  in  the  information 
about  200  people  were  in  the  house,  and  about  30  of  them 
were  betting  with  defendant  and  his  assistants  upon  races 
in  Morris  Park,  New  York  State,  and  on  dther  races  on 
the  local  track,  the  latter  races  being  conducted  by  tho 
club  under  agreement  with  the  association. 

E.  F.  B.  Johnston,  K.C.,  for  the  defendant. 

J.  R.  Cartwright,  K.C.,  and  Frank  Ford,  for  the  Crown. 

The  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Maclennan, 
Moss,  Garrow,  JJ.A.)  held  as  follows: — ^The  house  was 
owned  by  a  joint  stock  company,  but  the  defendant  was 
found  to  be  the  keeper  of  the  house,  and  it  was  found  that 
the  house  was  kept  and  used  at  the  time  and  place  charged 
in  the  information  for  the  purpose  of  betting  between  per- 
sons resorting  thereto  and  the  keeper  thereof,  and  it  was 
also  found  that  there  were  there  a  number  of  persons 
betting  with  the  accused  and  his  assistants,  some  of  them 
upon  horse  races  then  in  progress  in  Morris  Park  in  the 
State  of  New  York,  and  others  upon  horse  races  then  in 
progress  upon  a  local  race  track,  which  latter  were  being 
conducted  by  the  Essex  Racing  and  Athletic  Club. 

What  is  struck  at  by  sees.  197  and  198  is  the  keeping  of 
a  common  belting  house  for  any  of  the  purposes  mentioned 
in  clauses  (a),  (6),  (c),  and  (d)  of  sec.  197.  The  firsli  clause 
(a)  deals  with  the  keeping  of  such  a  house  for  the  purpose 
of  betting  in  any  manner  between  the  persons  resorting 
thereto  and  the  different  classes  of  persons  specified  ''n 
items  (i),  (ii),  (iii),  and  (iv)  of  that  clause,  as  owners,  keep- 
ers, and  managers,  etc.,  thereof.  The  other  clauses  define 
other  purposes  connected  with  betting,  which,  if  a  house 
is  kept  therefor,  will  constitute  it  a  common  betting  house, 
and  therefore  a  disorderly  house,  but  with  these,  as  I  have 
said,  we  are  not  now  concerned,  as  the  conviction  does  not 
proceed  upon  them.  I  only  note  them  in  order  to  empha- 
size the  fact  that  the  offence  dealt  with  by  the  whole  sec- 
tion is  the  keeping  of  a  house,  oflBce,  room,  or  other  place 
for  the  prescribed  purposes.  This  being  so,  the  facts  found 
bring  the  defendant  clearly  within  its  danger,  and  he  was 
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rightly  convicted.  It  was  strongly  urged  on  his  behalf  that 
he  had  done  nothing  but  what  is  .permitted  by  sub-sec.  (2) 
of  sec.  204  of  the  Act.  That  section,  however,  whatever 
may  be  its  scope,  and  whether  some  of  the  acts  forbiddea 
by  it  might  be  evidence  of  an  ofiEence  imder  sec.  197  or  not, 
stands  by  itself.  It  is  enough  to  say  that  the  exceptioa 
contained  in  sub-sec.  (2)  is  expressly  limited  to  the  first 
part  of  the  section,  and  there  is  no  ground  for  reading  it 
into  sec.  197.  There  is  nothing  in  sec.  204  of  the  Code 
which  warrants  an  implication  that  a  common  betting  hoube 
may  be  kept  on  the  race-course  of  an  incorporated  associa- 
tion during  the  actual  progress  of  a  race  meeting.  See 
Walsh  V.  Trebilcock,  23  S.  C.  B.  695. 

J.  W.  Hanna,  Windsor,  solicitor  for  defendant. 


May  8th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

FALLIS  V.  GARTSHORE-THOMPSON  PIPE 

FOUNDRY  CO. 

"Negligence— Injury  to  Person—Unsafe  Condition  of  Premises — Acci- 
dent of  Unheard  of  Nature— Findings  of  Jury, 

Motion  by  defendants  to  set  aside  verdict  of  jury  fojT 
$400  and  judgment  of  MacMahon,  J.,  entered  thereon  in 
fiction  for  $5,000  damages  for  injuries.  The  plaintiff  was 
employed  as  a  teamster  by  A.  D.  Garrett  &  Co.,  coal  mer- 
chants, Hamilton,  and  while  delivering  coal  and  coke  on 
defendants'  premises  he  was  struck  in  one  eye  by  a  chip 
from  an  iron  pipe,  upon  which,  about  10  feet  from  plaintiff, 
an  employee  of  defendants  was  engaged  with  a  hammer 
and  chisel.  The  jury  (10  of  them  agreeing)  found  that  i\v' 
injury  was  caused  by  a  chip  of  iron  from  the  pipe  resulting 
from,  the  dangerous  condition  of  the  defendants'  premises, 
and  that  the  danger  would  have  been  obviated  by  a  movable 
or  stationary  screen. 

J.  Crerar,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

J.  W.  Nesbitt,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

The  Court  (Armour,  C. J.O.,  Maclennan,  Moss,  JJ.A.) 
held  as  follows: — The  defendants  owed  a  duty  to  the  plain- 
tiff and  others  to  be  careful  and  guard  them  from  injury. 
There  was  evidence  upon  which  the  jury  might  find  as  they 
did,  and  the  result  of  their  finding  is  that,  as  regards  this 
plaintiff,  the  premises  were  dangerous,  and  defendants  were 
negligent.     No  complaint  is  made  of  the  charge. 
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The  case  is  goy-erned  by  the  principles  of  law  laid  down 
in  Indermaur  v.  Dame,  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  274,  2  C.  P.  311,  anl 
other  kindred  cases. 


May  8th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

MONTREAL  AND  OTTAWA  R.  W.   CO.  v.  CITY   OF 

OTTAWA. 

Kailwajf— Right  to  Cross  Streets^*' J^t  or  near*'  City— Expropria- 
tion Frocee^ngs  or  Compensation — Necessity  for— Extension 
of  City  Limits— Acquisition  of  Toll  Road. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  Boyd,  C,  2  0. 
L  R.  336. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  Taylor  McVeity,  Ottawa, 
t>r  appellants. 

Wallace  Xesbitt,  K.C.,  and  W.  H.  Curie,  Ottawa,  for 
plaintiffs. 

The  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Maclennan, 
Moss,  JJ.A.)  were  unanimous  in  dismissing  the  appeal. 

Moss,  J.A. — The  plaintiffs  are  authorized  by  47  Vict, 
ch.  84  (D.)  to  lay  out,  construct,  and  finish  a  railway  from 
a  point  on  the  Orand  Trunk  Railway  of  Canada  in  the 
parish  of  Vaudreuil,  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  to  a  point 
at  or  near  the  city  of  Ottawa,  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 
.  .  .  Having  regard  to  the  subject-matter,  I  think  the 
word  **at'^  should  be  taken  inclusively.  And  it  seems  to 
me  there  is  nothing  unreasonable  in  rendering  the  words 
"  a  point  at  the  city  of  Ottawa  "  as  "  a  point  in  the  city  of 
Ottawa."  It  must  be  conceded  that  if  the  language  of  the 
Act  enables  the  plaintiffs  to  construct  their  line  to  a  point 
in  the  city,  that  carries  with  it  the  right  to  go  through  or 
across  the  city  to  reach  that  point,  unless  that  method  of 
reading  it  would  be  manifestly  unreasonable  in  view  of  all 
the  circumstances.  Besides,  the  Act  authorizes  the 
plaintiffs  to  connect  their  railway  with  any  other  railway 
ai  or  near  Ottawa,  and  if  for  the  purpose  of  making  such 
connection  it  was  necessary  for  the  plaintiffs  to  carry  their 
line  across  the  city,  why  should  not  this  be  done? 

Next,  the  defendants  say  that  if  plaintiffs  are  author- 
ised to  construct  their  line  through  or  across  the  city,  what 
ia  being  done  is  not  in  furtherance  of  that  design,  but  is 
nothing  more  than  the  laying  of  a  short  curve  or  link  from 
tie  main  line  of  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  to  the  lino 
of  the  St.  Lawrence  and  Ottawa  Railway  Company,  a  line 
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also  controlled  by  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Company. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  Act  of  incorporation  to  prevent  the 
work  of  connection  from  being  commenced  at  either  end^ 
and  the  evidence,  as  well  as  the  plan,  profile,  and  book  ox 
reference,  shews  that  the  intention  is  to  complete  the 
work  within  the  time  limited  by  the  last  Act.  Other  ques- 
tions may  arise  in  the  event  of  that  not  being  done,  but 
at  present  there  appears  to  be  no  objection  to  the  plaintiffs 
proceeding  in  the  way  they  have  been.    .     .    . 

No  mention  is  made  ii>  the  Act  of  incorporation  of  the 
county  of  Carleton,  but  if,  for  the  purpose  of  reaching  their 
point  in  the  city  of  Ottawa,  or  of  making  connection  with 
another  railway  at  or  near  the  city  of  Ottawa,  it  becomea 
necessary  to  take  the  line  into  the  county  of  Carleton,  the 
plaintiffs*  Acts,  by  implication,  give  power  tx>  do  so. 

The  defendants  next  take  the  ground  that  the  plaintiffs 
are  not  entitled  to  enter  upon  the  Bichmond  road,  or  use 
it  for  the  purposes  of  their  railway,  without  first  taking 
steps  to  acquire  by  agreement  or  expropriation  a  right  of 
way  over  it,  and  make  compensation  to  the  defendants 
therefor,  because  the  part  of  the  road  in  question  is  the 
private  property  of  the  defendants,  and  is  not  held  by  them 
as  ordinary  public  highways  are.  .  .  .  Under  51  Vict. 
ch.  63,  the  defendants,  in  1888,  paid  to  the  Bytown  and 
Nepean  Road  Company  $1,170  as  compensation  for  the 
portion  of  the  Richmond  road  embraced  within  the  enlarged 
limits  of  the  city,  but  no  conveyance  or  transfer  was  exe- 
cuted to  the  defendants,  and  since  that  time  the  road  has 
apparently  been  used  by  the  defendants  in  the  same  way 
as  the  other  streets  of  the  city.  .  .  .  The  highest  effect 
that  can  be  given  to  the  transaction  of  1888  is  that  the  in- 
terest of  the  road  company  was  extinguished,  and  the  high- 
way was  restored  to  the  municipality  of  the  defendants, 
which  had  acquired  territorial  jurisdiction  over  that  part 
of  the  municipality  of  Nepean  embracing  the  portion  of 
the  road  in  question.  The  highway  in  question  is  not  the 
private  property  of  the  defendants,  nor  to  be  regarded  in 
the  sense  that  property  acquired  and  held  for  a  city  hall 
or  a  market  house,  or  property  like  that  in  question  in  Be 
Bronson  and  Ottawa,  1  0.  R.  415,  is  to  be  regarded. 

Lastly,  the  defendants  contended  that,  even  if  the  Rich- 
mond road  is  to  be  considered  as  an  ordinary  highway, 
under  the  Railway  Act  a  railway  company  is  not  entitled 
to  cross  it  in  the  line  of  its  railway  without  the  defendants* 
consent,  save  on  condition  of  making  monetary  compensa- 
tion to  defendants  and  assuming  the  maintaining  of  the 
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highway  at  the  crossings  as  well  as  submitting  to  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  may  be. imposed  by  the  Bailway  Com- 
mittee. I  am  «mable  to  find  in  the  Bailway  Act>  or  in  any 
other  enactment,  any  warrant  for  this  claim.  .  .  .  The 
municipality  may  in  some  cases  secure  terms  from  the  Rail- 
way Committee,  but  no  provision  is  made  for  ordering 
monetary  compensation  for  the  user  of  the  highway  in- 
volved in  crossing  it  at  rail  level.  This  privilege  of  cross- 
ing does  not  appear  to  fall  within  any  of  the  classes  of 
interests  for  which  compensation  is  provided  under  sees. 
132  to  172.  In  no  case  that  I  am  aware  of  has  a  claim  for 
compensation  to  a  mimicipality  for  the  user  of  a. highway 
hy  a  railway,  arising  from  the  mere  crossing  in  the  line  of 
railway,  been  presented  or  countenanced.  Sydney  v. 
Young,  [1898]  A.  C.  457,  Donnaher  v.  State  of  Mississippi, 
8  Sm.  &  M.  649,  and  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corporations, 
1th  ed.,  p.  834  n.,  referred  to. 

Scott,  Scott,  &  Curie,  Ottawa,  solicitors  for  plaintiffs. 
Taylor  McVeity,  Ottawa,  solicitor  for  defendants. 


May  9th,  1903. 
divisional  cx)urt. 

OAXADIAN  BANK  OF  COMMERCE  v.  ROLSTON. 

Execution— Equity  of  Redemptionr-Dovcer—Electionr^Righi  to  Estate 
in  Land-^Aasign— Tenant  in  Common— Practice — R.  8.  O.  ch. 
77— Rules  1016,  1017,  1018. 

Appeal  by  plaintiflFs  from  judgment  of  Loltnt,  J.,  dis- 
missing action  for  the  aid  of  the  Court  as  to  certain  execu- 
tions issued  by  plaintiflfs  against  defendant  out  of  a 
Division  Court,  wherein  plaintiflfs  had  recovered  judgment 
for  $162.65  and  $40.20  respectively  against  defendant,  who 
is  a  widow,  and  is  entitled  to  dower  in  certain  land  of  her 
late  husband,  or  to  an  undivided  one-third  share  or  interest 
therein,  subject  to  a  mortgage  made  by  him  for  $175.  The 
defendant  on  her  examination  for  discovery  declined  to  say 
whether  she  would  elect  to  take  dower  in  or  one-third 
absolutely  of  her  husband's  estate.  The  trial  Judge  held 
that  defendant  had  an  interest  in  land  saleable  under  sees. 
29,  30,  and  31  of  the  Execution  Act,  R.  S.  0.  ch.  77. 

H.  J.  Scott,  K.C.,  for  appellants. 
M.  H.  Ludwig,  for  defendant. 

The  judgment  of  •  the  Court  (Falconbridge,  C.J., 
fcfTREET,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Street,  J. — In  whichever  way  the  widow  elects,  her  in- 
terest is  not  saleable  by  the  sheriff  under  a  fi.  fa.     If  she, 
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Tinder  the  DeYolution  of*  Estates  Act,  elects  in  favour  of 
an  undivided  third  share  in  the  equity  of  redemption;  she 
becomes  tenant  in  common  of  the  equity,  of  redemption 
with  her  children,  and  her  share  cannot  be  sold  under  a 
/?.  fa,:  Heward  v.  Wolfenden,  14  Gr.  188;  Cronn  v.  Cham- 
berlin,  27  Gr.  551;  Samis  v.  Ireland,  4  A.  R.  118.  If  she 
elects  to  retain  her  dower,  there  is  no  authority  under  the 
statutes  in  a  sheriff  to  sell  her  dower  in  an  equity  of  re- 
demption. 

Prior  to  the  passing  of  the  section  now  represented  by 
sec.  33  of  ch.  77,  R.  S.  0.,  it  had  been  held  that  the  right 
of  a  widow  to  dower  which  had  not  been  set  apart  and 
ascertained  was  not  saleable  under  /i.  fa,  by  the  sherifE, 
but  that  the   section  in  question  included  such  a  right: 
Allen  v.  Edinburgh  Life  Assce  Co.,  25  Gr.  306.     But  sec. 
33  is  to  be  read  in  connection  with  sees.  29  to  32,  under 
which  equities  of  redemption  are  dealt  with,  and  an  interest 
in  an  equity   of  redemption  which  comes  within  sec.   30, 
as  well  as  within  sec.  33,  may,  under  the  combined  effect 
of  those  sections,  be  sold  by  the  sheriff  under  /?.  /a.,  unless 
such  a  sale  would  offend  against  the  limitations  imposed 
upon  such  sales  by  the  principles  laid  down  in  Heward  v. 
Wolfenden,  Cronn  v.  Chamberlin,  supra,  and  that  class  of 
cases.     But  a  widow  having  a  right  to   dower  which  has 
not  been  assigned,  although  she  is  entitled  to  redeem  a 
mortgage  to  which  her  dower  is  subject,  is  not  possesseJ 
of  an  estate  in  the  land,  and  is  not  therefore  an  "  assign  '* 
of  her  husband,  nor  a  "  person  having  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion/' within  the  meaning  of  sec.  29,  for  it  does  not  follow- 
that  a  person  entitled  to  redeem  a  mortgage  is  necessarily 
an  owner  of  the  equity  of  redemption  in  the  land  mort- 
gaged.    The  interest  of  the  defendant  as   dowress  in  an 
equity  of  redemption  does  not  therefore  appear  to  come 
within  sec.  30,  and  is  therefore  not  saleable  under  it  nor 
under  sec.  33.     If,  however,  the  widow  is  to  be  treated  as 
one  of  the  owners  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  then  still 
her  interest  is  not  saleable  by  the  sheriff  because  a  sale  of 
her  interest  would  offend  against  the  principles  of  Heward 
V.  Wolfenden,  supra. 

The  result  is  that,  in  my  opinion,  there  was  and  is  nD 
^ight  to  sell  this  interest  under  execution  in  the  ordinary 
manner. 

But  Rules  1016,  1017,  and  1018*  o5er  a  summary  method 
of  reaching  an  interest  of  this  nature  which  should  have 
been  adopted,  instead  of  bringing  a  new  action.  Order 
made   declaring  plaintiffs  entitled   to   a   charge   upon   the 
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estate  or  interest  of  the  defendant  in  the  lands  in  question 
and  that  same  be  sold.  Reference  to  Master  at  Walkerton. 
Costs  subsequent  to  judgment  to  plaintiflfs.  No  costs  of 
appeal.  Scale  of  costs  to  be  that  of  County  Court  unless 
the  interest  of  defendant  sells  for  a  larger  sum  than  $400, 
in  which  case  scale  to  be  that  of  High  Court. 

David  Robertson,  Walkerton,  solicitor  for  plaintiffs. 

Frank  J.  Palmer,  Walkerton,  solicitor  for  defendant. 


Maclennan,  J.A.  May  10th,  1902. 

C.  a. CHAMBERS. 

MURRAY  V.  WURTELE. 
Costa— Appeal^Parties — Added  Plaintiff, 

Motion  to  settle  certificate  of  judgment  noted  ante  p. 
298.     The  facts  suflBciently  appear  in  the  judgment. 

J.  E.  Jones,  for  defendants,  appellants. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff  Eraser. 

Maclennan,  J.A. — The  question  is  whether  Eraser 
ought  to  be  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  appeal.  I  have 
read  and  considered  all  the  papers,  and  I  see  no  ground 
on  which  Mr.  Eraser  can  be  released.  The  order  of  22nd 
ijecember  recites  that  it  was  made  upon  Mr.  Eraser's  appli- 
cation to  vary  a  previous  order  of  13th  November,  1900, 
and  for  leave  to  be  added  as  a  party  plaintiff.  His  consent 
to  be  added  reads  "  to  b6  added  as  a  party  plaintiff  and  to 
assume  responsibility  of  carrying  on  the  same  from  22nd 
December,  1900/'  The  order  of  13th  November  stayed 
all  proceedings  in  the  action  (19  P.  R.  293),  and,  but  f  jr 
Mr.  Eraser's  application,  the  action  could  not  have  pro- 
ceeded further,  and  no  appeal  by  the  defendants  would 
have  been  necessary.  By  Mr.  Eraser's  intervention  the  stay 
was  removed,  and  it  became  necessary  for  the  defendants 
to  appeal  against  the  judgment,  which  they  have  done  suc- 
cesBfuUy.  If  the  judgment  had  stood,  Mr.  Eraser  would 
have  had  the  benefit  of  it,  for  as  purchaser  of  the  note 
sued  on  the  judgment  was  his  property.  The  original 
plaintiff  had  no  interest  in  resisting  the  appeal,  except  as  to 
costs,  and  the  whole  substantial  interest  was  in  Mr.  Eraser. 
Under  these  circumstances,  notwithstanding  that  he  did  not 
appear  by  counsel  on  the  argument,  I  think  he  cannot  be 
t^elieved  from  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  appeal. 
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Falconbridge,  C.J.  May  10th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

DECKEE  V.  CLIFF. 
lAfe  Inturanoe-^Agsiffnment  of  Policy— Insurable  Interest^^reditor. 

Action  by  the  infant  son  and  the  administratrix  of  the 
estate  of  Eobert  J.  Decker,  deceased,  to  have  it  declared 
that  they  are  entitled,  subject  to  the  claim  of  defendant 
as  a  creditor  of  deceased,  to  the  proceeds  of  a  policy  of 
insurance  on  his  life  issued  by  the  Home  Life  Assurance 
Company,  who  have  paid  the  money  into  Court.  The  polic* 
was  in  favour  of  deceased's  wife,  who  predeceased  him, 
and  at  her  death  Decker  assigned  the  policy  to  defendant, 
who  claims  to  be  the  sole-  beneficiary. 

J.  R.  Roaf,  for  plaintiff. 

G.  M.  Macdonnell,  K.C.,  and  J.  M.  Farrell,  Kingston, 
for  defendant. 

Falcx)Nbridge,  C.J. — The  defendant  paid  no  money  to 
the  deceased  at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  and  the  de- 
fendant filled  in  the  blank  line  in  the  assignment  for  des- 
cribing the  relationship — "creditor,  etc."  In  this  way  only 
could  defendant  have  complied  with  condition  11  indorsed 
on  the  policy,  "  an  insurable  interest  existing  at  the  time  of 
the  assignment  must  be  shewn."  The  deceased  was  inops 
consiUiy  and  was  parting  with  his  sole  asset.  The  defend- 
ant cannot  now  be  heard  to  set  up  his  present  contention, 
and  must  be  declared  to  be  a  trustee  for  plaintiffs  of  tbe 
policy,  and  they  are  entitled  to  its  amount,  less  the  indebted- 
ness, if  any,  due  to  defendant  and  the  amounts  paid  by  him 
for  premiums,  with  simple  interest.  Reference  to  Master 
at  Walkerton.  Costs  up  to  judgment  to  plaintiffs.  Fur- 
ther directions  and  subsequent  costs  ]feserved. 

Roaf  &  Roaf,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  plaintiff-s. 
Macdonnell  &  Farrell,  Kingston,  solicitors  for  defend- 
ant. 
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May  13th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

AITCHISON  V.  McKELVEY. 
Specific  Performance— Agent— Fraiul— Amendment-— Delay. 

An  appeal  by  defendant  from  judgment  of  Falcon- 
bridge,  C.J.,  ante  p.  51,  was  dismissed  with  costs,  on  the 
ground  that  the  evidence  supported  the  findings.  (Boyd,  C, 
Meredith,  C.J.) 

Falconbridge,  C.J.  May  13th,  1902. 

trial. 

.     LINDSAY  V.  STBATHBOY  PETROLEUM  CO. 

E9U>ppel— Rent— Claim    for,    by    PreHOent    of    Uompany— Annual 

Statements  of  Assets  and  Liabilities. 

Action  by  William  B.  Lindsay,  physfician,  of  Strathroy, 
against  the  company  to  recover  f3,300,  the  amount  of  a 
promissory  note  given  for  money  lent,  f 300  for  services  as 
manager,  and  f 364  for  use  and  occupation  of  an  office.  The 
defendants  paid  f 3,617.91  into  Court,  and  defended  as  to  the 
oflSce  rent. 

J.  Folinsbee,  Strathroy,  for  plaintiff. 

I.  F.  Helimuvh  and  C.  H.  Ivey,  London,  for  defendants. 

Falconbridge,  C.J.,  found  that  plaintiff  was  president 
of  the  company,  and  statements  of  assets  and  liabilities  were 
submitted  at  successive  annual  meetings,  and  no  reference 
was  made  to  any  claim  of  his  or  liability  of  the  company  in 
this  regard.  Plarfntiff  never  formally  put  forward  any  claim 
until  after  he  was  removed  from  the  office  of  president. 

Judgment  to  be  entered  after  12th  June  next  declaring 
that  the  amount  paid  into  Court  is  suflScient  to  satisfy  the 
plaintiff's  claim,  and  directing  payment  of  the  monpv  in 
Court  to  plaintiff.  Defendants  to  pay  pla'^n tiff's  costs  up 
to  payment  into  Court.  No  costs  to  either  party  after 
payment  into  Court. 

J.  Folinsbee.  Strathroy,  solicitor  for  T)laintiff. 

Ivey  &  Dromgole,  London,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


356 
Falconbridge,  C.J.  May  13th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

STRATHROY  PETROLEUM  CO.  v.  LINDSAY. 

VonversUm—UetentiOH  of  Books  and  Papers  of  Company  by  President 

— Unreasonable  Refusal  to  Oive  Up, 

Action  for  return  of  books  and  papers  of  the  plaintiffs 
and  for  damages  for  wrongful  detention.  The  defence  was 
that  the  defendant  was  ready  and  willing  to  give  up  the 
bcoks,  etc.,  and  that  the  action  was  unnecessary. 

I.  F.  Hellmuth  and  C.  H.  Ivey,  London,  for  plaintiffs. 

J.  Foldnsbee,  Strathroy,  for  defendant 

Palcx)Nbridge,  C.J.,  held  that  the  conditions  imposed 
by  defendant  or  his  agent  as  to  particularity  of  receipt,  etc., 
were  not  reasonable,  and  amounted  to  refusal,  as  did  also  his 
former  attitude  in  the  premises. 

Judgment  for  plaintiffs  for  f4  damages.  Plaintiffs  to 
have  costs  up  to  delivery  of  statement  of  defence.  Other- 
wise no  order  as  to  costs.    Thirty  days'  stay. 

Ivey  &  Dromgole,  London,  solicitors  for  plaintiffs. 

J.  Folinsbce,  Strathroy,  solicitor  for  defendant. 


MacMahon,  J.  May  14th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

LEWIS  V.  ELLIS. 

Solicitor  and  Client— Liability    of    Solicitor  as  to  Investment  of 

CUenVs  Money — Guaranty. 

Sutton  V.  Grey,  [1893  J  1  Q.  B.  285,  distinguished. 

Action  against  a  solicitor  for  an  account  of  moneys  placed 
in  his  hands  for  investment  upon  mortgages  of  real  estate. 
The  plaintiff  alleged  that  the  defendant  had  guaranteed 
some  of  the  investments. 

M.  Wilson,  K.C.,  and  A.  H.  Clarke,  Windsor,  for  plain- 
tiff. ^ 

W.  M.  Douglas,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

MacMahon,  J.— The  plaintiff  relied  on  two  letters 
written  to  him  by  the  defendant  as  containing  a  guaranty. 
In  the  first  letter  the  defendant  says,  "I  would  be  willing 
to  vouch  for  any  loan  that  I  put  through/'  And  in  the 
second  letter,  five  months  later,  he  says  :  "  As  to  my  guaran- 
teeing investments  made  through  me  to  your  friend,  all  I  can 
say  is  that  I  would  guarantee  loans  made  by  me  both  as  to 
title  and  valuation  unless  I  stated  to  the  contrarv." 
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There  is  certainly  no  guaranty  contained  in  either  of  the 
letters^  and  the  plaintiff  is  in  error  in  supposing  that  there 
existed  any  other  letter  from  the  defendant  guaranteeing  the 
loan.  Even  assuming  that  these  letters  afforded  evidence  of 
a  verbal  guaranty^  that  is  not  of  any  avail  to  the  plaintiff^ 
as,  by  no  possible  stretch  of  the  imagination,  could  the 
defendant  be  said  to  come  within  the  case  of  Sutton  v. 
Grey,  [1893]  1  Q.B.  285.  In  that  case  it  was  held  that, 
although  the  contract  was  not  in  writing,  the  action  was 
maintainable,  because  the  defendant  had  an  interest  in  the 
transactions  equally  with  the  plaintiffs,  and  therefore  the 
contract  was  not  within  s.  4  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  In 
the  present  case  the  defendant  had  no  interest  whatever 
in  the  lending  of  the  money,  except  the  solicitor's  fee  and 
any  fee  charged  for  valuation,  both  of  which  were  paid  by 
the  borrower.  There  was  no  neglect  of  duty  by  the  de* 
fendant,  but  every  care  was  exercised  by  him  in  making 
the  valuations,  and  the  then  marketable  value  of  each  of 
the  properties,  as  stated  by  him,  was  amply  sufficient  to 
justify  the  advance  made  on  the  mortgage  in  each  case.  Ac- 
tion dismissed  with  costs. 

Clarke,  Cowan,  Bartlet,  &  Bartlet,  Windsor,  solicitors 
for  plaintiff. 

Ellis  &  Ellis,  Windsor,  solicitors  for  defendant. 


May  13th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

GODBOLD  V.  GODBOLD. 

JSxecutOT'-Insolvtncp— Administration  of  Estate   by  Court — Motion 
for — Undertaking  to  Pap  into  Court — Costs, 

Appeal  from  order  of  Meredith,  J.,  ante  p.  233.  The 
same  counsel  appeared. 

The  Court  (Boyd,  C,  Meredith,  C.J.)  held  that  no 
reason  had  been  shewn  for  ordering  administration  by  the 
Court  or  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver.  The  order 
below  went  further  even  than  was  necessary  in  the  plain- 
tiffs' favour.  There  is  now  a  discretion  in  the  Court  to 
grant  or  refuse  administration,  and  the  Court  should  not 
interfere  where  the  administration  is  in  competent  handfe. 
Nothing  to  the  executor's  discredit  is  now  shewn  which  was 
not  known  to  the  testator  when  he  appointed  him  executor. 
The  executor  has  no  property,  but  has  paid  his  debts,  and 
cannot  be  considered  insolvent;  he  is  apparently  an  honest 
man.  His  refusal  to  allow  the  plaintiffs  to  see  the  will 
before  it  was  proved,  is  not  material,  and  is  not  evidence  of 
any  want  of  good  faith.    There  is  nothing  to  shew  that  he 


will  not  act  fairly  and  distribute  the  property.  The  under- 
taking of  the  executor  should  be  varied  so  as  to  be  effective. 
Appeal  dismissed  with  costs,  but  order  varied  so  as  to  add 
to  the  undertaking  the  requirement  that  he  shall  collect 
with  due  diligence. 

May  12th,  1903. 

DIVT8I0>rAL  COURT. 

GRAHAM  V.  BOURQUE. 
Contract— Breach — Absolute  Refusal  to  Perform. 

Appeal  by  plaintiflE  from  judgment  of  Lount,  J.,  ante 
p.  138. 

The  same  counsel  appeared. 

The  Court  (Boyd,  C,  Meredith,  C.J.,)  varied  the 
judgment  below  by  reducing  the  defendants^  recovery  on 
their  counterclaim  to  f75.  Judgment  for  plaintiff  with 
costs  for  f958.05  (less  amount  naid  into  Court),  and  for 
payment  out  to  plaintiff  of  amount  paid  into  Court,  and 
for  defendants  for  f 75  with  costs.  Judgments  to  be  set 
off  pro  tanto.  No  costs  of  appeal  to  the  Court  below  or  to  this 
Court. 


May  13th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

REX  V.  McGregor. 

Municipal  Corporation — By-Law  for  Prevention  of  Fires — Ejusdem 
Generis  Rule— Storing  Combustible  or  Dangerous  Material — 
Oils^Petroleum  Inspection  Act,  62  d  6S  Vict,  ch.  27,  does  not 
Supersede  Provincial  Legislation  on  Same  Subject— The  Latter 
Confers  Power  to  Make  Police  or  Municipal  Regulations  of 
Local  Character  for  Prevention,  etc.,  of  Fires. 

Hodge  V.  The  Queen,  9  App.  Cas.  at  p.  131,  followed. 

Motion  by  defendant  to  make  absolute  a  rule  nisi  to 
quash  conviction  of  defendant  by  the  police  magistrate  for 
the  city  of  Windsor,  for  that  defendant,  ^*  agent  of  the 
Queen  City  Oil  Company,  did  keep  at  one  time  in  a  house 
or  shop  within  the  city  limits  a  larger  quantity  than  three 
barrels  of  coal  oil,  rock  oil,  water  oil,  or  other  similar  oils, 
and  a  lare^er  quantity  than  one  barrel  of  crude  oil,  burning 
fluid,  naphtha,  benzole,  benzine,  or  other  combustible  or 
dangerous  material,  contran^  to  the  city  by-law  for  preven- 
tion of  fires  and  other  purposes  therein  mentioned." 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  for  defendant.  The  by-law  is  ultra 
vireSy  not  being  within  any  of  the  powers  conferred  by  sec. 
642  of  the  Municapal  Act;  and  sub-sec.  17  of  sec.  542  is 
ultra  vires.      The  ejusdem  generis  rule  should  be  applied  to 
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the  words  "  and  other  combustible  or  dangerous  materials/* 
and  they  therefore  apply  only  to  articles  or  things  which  are 
combustible  or  dangerous,  as  gunpowder  is,  and  they 
muat  therefore  be  confined  to  explosives. 

W.  M.  Douglas,  K.C.,  for  prosecutor. 

J.  B.  Cartwright^  K.C.,  for  Attorney-General  for  On- 
tario. 

The  judgmwit  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  Lount, 
J.,)  was  delivered  by 

Meredith,  C.J. — Anderson  v.  Anderson,  [18951  1  Q.B. 
749,  Be  Stockport  Co.,  [1898]  2  Ch.  687,  696,  and  Parker 
V.  Marcbant,  1  Y.  &  C.  C.  290,  shew  that  general  words  are 
to  be  given  their  common  meaning  unless  there  is  something 
reasonably  plain  on  the  face  of  the  instrument  to  shew  that 
they  are  not  used  with  that  meaning,  and  the  mere  fact  that 
general  words  follow  specific  words  is  not  enough.  But, 
even  if  the  general  words  were  to  be  given  a  restricted  mean- 
ing, looking  at  the  evident  purpose  of  the  whole  section 
— the  prevention  of  fires — and  the  powers  given  by  the 
various  sub-sections  to  enable  councils  to  pass  by-laws  to 
that  end,  the  sense  in  which  the  word  "  combustible  '^  and 
the  word  "  dangerous  '*  are  used,  is  that  of  liability  to  cause 
or  spread  fire.  It  was  argued  in  support  of  the  other  objec- 
tion to  the  by-law  that,  inasmuch  as  the  Parliament  of 
Canada,  by  the  Petroleum  Inspection  Act,  62  &  63  Vict, 
ch.  27,  has  legislated  on  the  subject  of  the  storing  of  petro- 
leum and  nanhtha,  the  Provincial  legislation,  in  so  far  as  it 
deals  with  the  same  subject,  is  superseded  by  the  Dominion 
legislation.  The  Dominion  Acts  and  the  regulations  made 
thereunder  do  not  supersede  the  Provincial  legislation  or 
any  by-laws  passed  under  the  authority  of  that  legislation. 
The  Provincial  legislation  was  intended  to  confer  power  to 
make  regulations  in  the  nature  of  police  or  municipal  regu- 
lations of  a  merely  local  character  for  the  prevention  of 
fires  and  the  destruction  of  property  by  fire,  and  (Hodge  v. 
The  Queen,  9  App.  Cas.  at  p.  131)  as  such  cannot  be  said 
to  interfere  with  the  general  regulation  of  trade  and  com- 
merce, and  does  not  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  Petro- 
leum Inapaction  Act,  1899,  or  the  regulations  as  to  the 
storage  of  petroleum  and  naphtha  which  are  in  force  under 
the  authority  of  that  Act.  Rule  nisi  ds  discharged  with 
costs. 

Hearst  &  McKay,  Sault  Ste.  Marie,  solicitors  for  prose- 
cutor. 

Maclaren,  Macdonald,  Shepley,  &  Middleton,  Toronto, 
solicitors  for  defendant. 
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DIVISIONAL  COCRT. 

BEX  V.  BENKETT. 


May  14TH,  1908. 


CMts—Conviction — Quashing  of-^urUdietUm  <»  High  Court  to 
Oive  Costs  in  Criminal  Matters— Judicature  Act  has  no  Appli- 
cation  to  Criminal  ^^ Matters—Protection  to  Magiatrai^^^ee. 
B9U  Criminal  Cods. 

Motion  to  quash  a  conviction  of  defendant  by  a  justice 
of  the  peace  for  the  district  of  Algoma.  It  was  conceded 
by  counsel  for  the  prosecutor  and  magistrate  that  the  con- 
viction must  be  quashed.  The  defendant  asked  for  costs 
against  both.  The  magistrate  asked  for  an  order  for  his 
protection  under  sec.  891  of  the  Criminal  Code. 

W.  M.  Douglas,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

F.  Denton,  K.C.,  for  prosecutor. 

W.  E.  Middleton^  for  magistrate.     • 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  Lount^ 
J.)  was  delivered  by 

Meredith,  C.J. — We  are  of  opinion  that  this  being  a 
proceeding  in  a  criminal  matter  the  Court  has  no  juriscBo- 
tion  to  give  costs  against  the  prosecutor  or  against  the 
magistrate.  .  • 

The  question  as  to  costs  must  be  determined  apart  from 
the  provisions  of  the  Judicature  Act,  which  have  no  appli- 
cation to  the  practice  or,  procedure  in  criminal  matters  (sec. 
191),  as  indeed  they  could  not,  because  the  power  to  l6gis* 
late  on  that  subject  is  by  the  British  North  America  Act^. 
1867,  assigned  exclusively  to  the  Parliament  of  Canada. 

The  practice  and  procedure  in  all  criminal  causes  and 
matters  in  the  High  Court,  as  was  pointed  out  by  the  present 
Chief  Justice  of  Ontario,  in  Begina  v.  Beemer,  15  O.K.  at  p. 
270,  are  to  be  the  same  as  the  practice  and  procedure  m 
similar  causes  and  matters  before  the  establishment  of  the 
Hieh  Court  :  46  Vict.  ch.  10,  sec.  2,  now  sec.  754  of  the 
Criminal  Code,  1892. 

What  that  practice  was  is  pointed  out  in  Regina  v. 
Parlby,  [1889]  W.  N.  190,  6  Times  L.  B.  36,  63  J.  P.  774^ 
which  shews  that  the  Court  has  no  inherent  jurisdiction  to 
award  costs  against  the  prosecutor  on  the  midcing  of  a  rule 
absolute  to  remove  a  conviction  by  certiorari  or  a  rule  ab- 
solute to  quash  a  conviction  so  removed,  and  that  the  Court 
had  no  statutory  authority  conferred  upon  it  to  do  so. 

This  view  has  been  recognized  in  numerous  cases  as  cor- 
rect, and  has  been  acted  upon  by  the  Court  of  Appeal :  Lon- 
don Countv  Council  v.  Churchwardens  and  Overseers  of 
West  Ham  "^(2),  [1892]  2  Q.B.  173;  In  re  Fisher,  [18941  1 


861 

Ch.  53,  450;  The  Queen  v.  Justices,  etc.,  [1891 1  1  Q.B. 
453  ;  The  Queen  v.  Jones,  [1894]  2  Q.B.  882  ;  see  also  T*o 
Queen  V.  Jjee,  9  Q.B.D.  at  p.  396,  per  Field,  J. 

Two  eases  are  reported  in  which  the  English  High  Cottitt, 
after  the  passing  oi  the  Judicature  Act,  gave  co«*ts,  ip  one 
of  them  against  the  respondents  on  making  absolute  a  rule 
nisi  to  quash  in  part  an  order  of  the  Quarter  Sessions  :  Ke- 
gina  V.  Goodall,  L.  R,  9  Q.  B.  557  ;  and  the  other  against 
the  magistrate:  Eegina  v.  Meyer,  1  Q.  B.  D.  175;  but  both 
of  these  cases  were  before  the  decision  in  In  re  Mills,  34 
Ch.  D.  24,  by  which  it  was  settled,  contrary  to  what  had  been 
thought  by  some  Judges,  that  the  Judicature  Act  had  not 
conferred  on  the  High  Court  any  new  jurij^diction  as  to  costs. 

Begina  v.  Parlby,  according  to  the  report  of  it  in  22  Q. 
B.  D.  520,  at  p.  528,  would  seem  to  be  another  case  of  the 
same  class,  >bivt  the  statement  made  there  that  the  rule  was 
laade  absolute  with  costs  is  erroneous.  The  subsequent  re- 
ports of  the  case,  which  have  been  mentioned,  shew  that 
the  question  of  costs  was  not  dealt  with  when  the  decision 
ol  the  Court  there  reported  was  given,  but  was  subsequently 
argued,  when  costs  were  refused  on  the  ground  stated  in  the 
stibsequent  reports. 

In  this  Province  costs  have  been  awarded  agadnst  the 
prosecutor  in  several  cases.  Most  of  them  were  decided 
before  In  re  Mills,  and  in  some  of  them  the  conviction  or 
order  quashed  was  for  a  penalty  imposed  by  or  under  *the 
authority  of  'Provincial  legislation,  to  whicli  d-rlferent  con- 
siderations apply,  at  all  events  since  the  passing  of  the  Law 
Courts,  1896,  59  Vict.  ch.  18,  sec.  2,  sched.  (35),  by  ^wiiich 
Hbe  pK>vision,  which  up  to  that  time  was  contained  in  the 
Judicature  Acts,  by  which  proceedings  on  the  -Crown  or 
Bev^iue  side  of  the  Queen's  Bench  and  Common  Pleas  Di- 
visions were  excluded  from  the  operation  of  those  Acts,  was 
repeflded. 

If  the  quesirion  to  be  determined  were  one  of  practice 
only,  we  should  not  feel  justified  in  disturbing  any  settled 
practice  that  had  been  shewn  to  exist,  but,  as  it  is  not  of 
that  character^  but,  as  I  have  said,  one  as  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Court,  and  being  of  opinion  that  the  Court  has 
BO  junsdictiooi  to  award  costs  in  a  criminal  matter  against 
the  prosecutor,  we  are  bound  to  disregard  that  practice  and 
to  ^ve  effect  to  that  opinion. 

■Cases  in  which  costs  have  been  given  against  an  un- 
Miooessful  applicant  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  or  to  quash  are 
to  be  distinguoshed,  for  in  such  cases  the  Court  has  yxria- 
dictioin  to  give  costs  against  the  applicant,  either  because  of 
the  recogndzance  which  he  has  entered  into  to  pay  the  costs, 
or  of  the  inherent  power  which  the  Court  possesses  to  give 
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costs  iis  a  punishment  for  crroucoiwly  putting  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Court  in  motion. 

The  conviction  will  therefore  be  qua;>hed  without  costs, 
anu  there  win  be  no  oruer  lor  liie  pioLectum  oi  uie  magi&.- 
trate.; 

McFadden  &  McFadden,  Sault  Ste.  Marie,  solicitors  for 
magistrate. 

Denton,  Dunn,  &  Boultbee,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  pro- 
secutor. 

Hearst  &  McK^y,  Sault  Ste.  Marie,  solicitors  for  de- 
fendant. 


May  13th,  1902. 
1>ivisi0nal  court. 

*  MINNS  V.  VILLAGE  OF  OMEMEE. 

MuftiHpul  Corimration — Way— Non-repair — Opening  in  Street — Acci- 
dent to  toot  Passenger — Liability  of  MunicipUl  Corporation — 
Nonfeasance — Trap-door— Want  of  (Jhuard — Limitation  of  Ac- 
tions. 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  judgriient  of  Boyd,  C.„  2  0.  L. 

The  plaintiffs  are  husband  and  wife.  The.  defendant 
Graham  is  a  hotelkeeper  m  the  village  of  Omemee.  The 
plaintiffs  allege  that  tne  corporation  permitted  and  allowed 
defendant  Graham  to  make,  keep,  and  mau);itain  an  opening 
or  hole  in  the  sidewalk,  on  George  street,  adjoining  his 
hotel,  for  the  purpose  of  an  outside  opening  into  its  cellar, 
and  that  defendants  did  keep  and  maintain  the  opening, 
aua  lelt  a  loose  picUik  besiae  lu,  and  uiu  not  giiard  the  open- 
ing in  any  way  or  place  a  light  at  it.  On  the  14th  Septem- 
ber, 1900,  at  8  p.m.,  the  plaintiff  Margaret  Ellen  Itfinnfi 
struck  her  foot  against  the  plank,  and  fell  forward  into  thp 
opening:,  and  was  injured. 

G.  H.  Watson,  K.G.,  for  plaintiffs. 

h\  D.  Moore,  Lindsay,  for  defendants.  : 

The  judgment  of  thie  Court  (Meredith,  G.J.,  Mac- 
Mahon,  J.,  ixjUxNT,  J.)  was  deiivered  by  .  i    • »  .  . 

Meredith,  C.J. — The  question  for  decision  is,  whether 
the  limitation  provision  of  «ec.  GOG  of  the  Municipal  Act,  te- 
(luiring  that  actions  for  damages  for  which  a  munieipality  is 
1  esponsible,  for  its  default  in  keeping  its  roads,  streets, 
bridges,  and  highways  in  repair,  to  be  brought  witliin  three 
months  alU^  the  damjiges  have  been  sustaiined,  is  applicable 
to  the  appellants'  claim,  and  therefore  a  bar  to  t^ieir  action, 
assuming  the  respomknts'  liability  for  the  damages  sustained 
to  have  been  made  out.    The  Chancellor  was  of  opinion  that 
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tlie  provision  was  appliVahle,  the  liab'litv  hoinir  for  non- 
feasanec.  I  think  that  the  view  of  the  Chancellor  was  right. 
But,  at  all  events,  assuming  that,  in  the  absence  of  a  statu- 
tory provision  limiting  its  liability,  a  municipality  whiich 
pves.  un^V.r  the  authoritv  of  n  statnto.  "^in'h  a  nennission  as 
was  in  this  case  given  to  defendant  Graham,  is  answerable 
for  the  negligence  of  its  licensee;  it  is  clear,  looking  at  all 
the  provisions  of  the  Municipal  Act  having  a  bearing 
thereon,  that  the  Legislature  did  not  intend  that  a  muni- 
cipality givinc:  the  permission  which  bv  rop.  f?j^9  it  n^  em-" 
powered  to  give,  should  be  under  -toy  liability  for  the  acts 
or  omissions  of  its  licensee,  except  in  so  far  as  liability  is 
declared  or  created  by  sec.  606,  and,  qf  that  be  so,  it  follows 
il»at  *hc  action  not  hnviTi<r  b<H3n  brouorht  within  throo 
months,  the  claim  is  barred.  lAppeal  dismissed  with  costs. 
Sfownrt-^  O'Connor,  Lindsay,  solictors  for  plaintiffs. 

Moore  &  Jackson,    Lindsay,    solicitors    for     defendant 
corporation.  , 

Sfratt^n  &  Hall,  Peterborough,  solicitors  for  defendant 
(iraham.  ' 


Falconbridge,  C.J.  May  12th,  1902. 

TRIAL.    . 

.  DEERING  T.  BEATTY. 

Partnership — Liahilitff    of    Partner — Holding    Out — Contract — Con- 

strtwtion — Interest — .4 ccount  Stated. 

Action  for  an  account  by  a  Chicasro  firm  of  dealers  in 
hj^rvcsting  machinery  against  their  selling  agents  at  Orange- 
\nlle.  ; 

J.  N.  Pish,  Orangeville,  for  plaintiffs. 

A.  A.  TTughson,  Orangeville,  and  George  Robb,  Orange- 
ville, for  defendants. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — ^I  find  :  (1)  As  to  the  constitution 
of  tbo  firm  of  B^at^'*''  S^  Co.,  that  Ann»o  Boattv  wa^  the  ^''^^^' 
member  thereof  ;  that  every  precaution  was  taken  to  give 
publicity  to  the  fact  bv  wav  of  registration  and  otHerwiso: 
that  Robert  Beatty  had  made  an  a^sisrnment  for  the  benefit 
of  creditors  before  the  transactions  took  plaoe:  ^^hat  all  the 
formal  docuTnoTifcs  and  napors  wore  sicrned  bv  him  "Boattv 
.^  Co.,  per  R.B.,''  or  "by  R.B.,"  or  "p.p.R.B,;"  that  there 
l>arl  Vv^n  a  power  of  attorney  from  Annio  Bopttv  to  hor  hus- 
band, but  plaintiffs  were  not  satisfied  with  this,  and  had  a 
new  one  prepared  and  executed  on  a  form  of  their  own  : 
that  against  all  these  things  there  is  only  verbal  evidence  of 
"holding  out,'*  wb'ch  is  rienicd  bv  defendants,  and  which 
is  not  siiflScient  to  fasten  Robert  Beatty  with  liability  during 
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the  period  in  questian.  (2)  As  to  the  question  of  interest, 
I  find  in  favour  of  plaintiffs^  both  as  to  the  reformation  of 
the  contract  suggested'  by  defendant  and  as  to  the  construc- 
tion* thereof ;  tifie  increased  price  was  not  to  be  in  lieu  of 
interest.  (3)  No  sufficient  grounds  have  been  shewn'  f6r 
dlBiui4>ing  the  accounts  stat^.  I  direct  a  reference  to 
tUe  Master  at  Otiangeville  upon  the  baans  of  ttiese  findings. 
Furliter  directions  and  all  questions  of  coste  are  reserved  be- 
fore me;  aad  upon  further  directions  either  party  may  shew 
by  affidavit  or  viva  voce  what  efforts  have  been  made  to' strike 
a*  baiance  without  going*  befere  the  STuBter.  If  tiie  parttes 
should  intimate  that  they  can  themselves  adjust  ttie  account 
and'  ttiat  the  case  will  go  no  further,  probaHly  I  shall  not  give 
costs.     Stay  for  30  days. 

Walsh  &  Pish,  Os'angeville,  solicitors  fer  plaintiflfe. 

Gkiorge  Robb,  Orangeville,  solicitor  for  dcdfendants. 

Street,  J.  May  15th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

DAWDY  v.  HAMILTON,  GRIMSBY,  AND  BEAMSVILLE 

ELECTRIC  R.  W.  CO. 

8th!et' Railufait— Accident  to  Passenger — CJondwstor  Attempting  to  PM 
Passenger  on  Moving  CarSCope  of  Authority  of  Conductor, 

Coll  V.  Toronto  B.  W.  Go.,  26  A.  B.  85,  followed. 

Action  for  negligence,  tried  with  a  jury  at  Welland.  The 
plaintiflf's  story  was  that  she  was  standing  on  the  platform 
(.f  defendants'  station,  signalling  with  her  nand  to  one  of 
their  cars  which  was  coming  on  at  a  napid  rate  and'  into 
which-  she  wished  to  get.  As  the  car  passed  her,  her  hand 
was  seized  by  the  conductor  of  the  car,  and  she  was  lifted 
from  the  platform  and  carried  bodily  some  ten  feet,  when 
the  conductor  let  go,  and'  she  landed  on  her  feet;  that  during 
this  period  she  was  struck  on  the  breast  by  the  handle  bar 
and  injured.  She  said  she  did  not  attempt  and  did  not  intend 
to  get  upon  the  car  until  it  stopped.  The  defendants  called 
no  witnesses^  and  the  jury  found  that  the  injury  to  plaintiff 
was  caused  by  the  conductor  seizing  her  liy  the  hand,  causing 
her  to  strike  on  the  end  of  the  car;  that  he  was  trying  to 
pull  her  on  the  car;  that  he  acted  neglngently  in  doing  so; 
and  they  assessed  the  damages  at  f  650.  At  the  trial  flie 
defendants'  motion  for  a  nonsuit  was  refused,  and  the 
questions  for  the  jury  were  submitted  to  coimsel  befbre 
being  put.  No  objection  was  taken  to  the  form  of  the  q^es- 
tions,  and  no  other  questions  were  suggested. 

W.  M.  German,  K.C.,  and  G.  H.  Pettit,  Welland,  for 

plaintiff. 

E.  E.  A.  DuVomet  and  L.  C.  Raymond,  Welland,  for  db- 

fendants. 


365 

Street,  J.,  held  that  in  endeavouring  to  pull  on  board 
a  ear  a  person  who  was  merely  standing  on  the  platform 
and  not  attemj)ting  to  get  on  boardj  the  conductor  was  not 
acting  within  the  scope  of  his  duty  as  a  servant  of  the 
company :  Golt  v.  Toronto  K.  W.  Co:,  25  A.  B.  55,  and  caijes 
there  cited.     Action  dismissed  with  costs. 

German  &  Pettit,  Welland,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 
DuVcmet  &  Jones,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


\  May  ISTir,  W02. 

*  DIVISIONAL  COtTRT. 

REX  V.  ST.  PIEBEE. 

Mumtcipal  CorpwaUonr—By.law — Transient  Traders— Trader  Living 
at  HoPa  and  Taking  Orders  for  Cloihing  to  be  Made  of  Sample 
8heum—Not  within  Transient  Trader  Clauses  of  Municipal 
Act — Coni>iction — Statute  Taking  Away  Right  to  Certiorarii 

Motion  by  defendant  to  make  absolute  a  rule  nisi  quash- 
ing a  conviction'  of  defendant  by  the  police  magistrate  for 
the  city  of  Ottawa,  for  offering  goods  for  sale  contrary  to  a 
tranwent  traders'  by-law  of  the  city  of  Ottawa. 

E.  E.  A.  DuVemet,  for  defendant,  contended  that  the 
sales  were  not  at  Ottawa;  that  the  defendant  was  in  tHe  same 
position  as  any  other  commercial  traveller;  and  was  not  a 
transient  tTadfer. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C,  for  prosecutor,  contended" 
that  the  defendant  was  properly  convicted ;  that  the  question' 
as  to  where  the  sales  took  place  was  one  for  the  magistrate; 
and,  at  all  events,  that  the  certiorari  should  not  have  been 
granted,  the  Act  2  Edw.  VIT.  ch.  12,  sec.  1'4,  hiuving  taken 
awflv  the  right  to  certiorari: 

DtiVemet,iti  reply,  contended  ttiat  certiorari  will' be  grant- 
ed for  want  of  jurisdiction,  notwithstanding  such  enactment: 
and  that  there  is  want  of  jurisdictSon  when  the  evidence 
does  not  disclose  tin  offence  within  the  statute. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Boyd,  C,  Meredith,  C.J.) 
was  delivered  by 

Boyd,  C. — There  being  no  statutory  provision  as  regards 
transient  traders,  similar  to  that  as  rofi^ards  hawkers,  that 
the  description  is  to  include  those  who  carrv  or  expose 
samples  or  patterns  of  goods  to  be  delivered  afterwards,  the 
defiendant  dbes  not  come  tmder  ttie  catiegoiy  of  transient 
tradbrs.  Ifo  goods  vrete  offered  for  sale.  Samples  of  goods 
were  exHiBited  suitablb  for  clbthing,  and  the  transaction  was 
carried*  out  by  the  choice  of  some  particular  pattern  in  Ot- 
tawa^  nofiflcation  of  wWcH  was  sent  to  Monfroal,  whereupon 
the  garment  was  made  out  of  that  material,  and  forwarded 
to  the  nerson  giving  the  order  at'  Ottawa,  who  then  madfe 
payment  on  delivery.    The  collocation  of  the  words  in  ttie 
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statute  as  to  sale  or  offering  for  sale  by  transient  traders 
implies  some  exhibition  and  visible  presentation  of  the  goods 
dealt  in,  such  as  occurs  in  sales  by  auction,  the  whole  trading 
l>eing  carried  on  by  the  occupant  of  fixed  premises  within 
the  municipality.  Neither  in  terms  nor  in  substance  was 
there  an  offering  of  goods  fo-r  sale  within  the  mun-icipalitv.' 
Nevertheless,  the  effect  of  this  method  of  dealinsr  may  be 
to  affect  prejudicially  the  business  of  tax-paying  tailors  and 
clothiers  of  Ottawa. 

According  to  the  oases,  certiorari  lies  if  the  ma^'istrate 
has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  matter  adjudicated.  That  is, 
there  was  no  power  to  pass  a  by-law,  or  to  convict,  under 
the  transient  traders^  clauses  m  the  Municipal  Act,  in  re- 
spect to  a  person  living  at  a  hotel  and  taking  orders  for 
clothing  to  be  made  out  of  material  corresponding  #ith 
samples  exhibited. 

Eule  absolute  qunshing  conviction  without  costs. 

MacMahon,  J.  May  13th,  ^902. 

TRIAL. 

PARENT  V.  COOK. 
Conversion — Trespass— ^Cutting  and  Removing  Trees:— Damages. 

.Action  for  dnmagos  for  brenking  and  entering  lot  2  in 
the  12th  concession  of  the  township  of  Colchester,  containing 
107  acr^s,  and  cutting  down  and  removing  therefrom  timber 
and  wood,  and  also  for  carrying  away  felled  timber  and  wood 
and  committing  other  waste  and  damasre. 

J.  W.  Hanna.  Windsor,  for  plaintiff. 

J.  H.  Rodd,  Windsor,  for  defendants. 

MacMahon,  J.,  after  reviewiner  the  evidence,  hold  that 
ihQ  'plaintiff  had  not  sustained  any  damage,  and  dismissed 
the  action  with  costs. 


May  12th,  1902. 
0.  A. 

GTTNN  V.  HARPER. 
Judgment— Death  of  Plaintiff  After  Argument  and  Before  Judgment— 
Certificate  of  Judgment  May  he  Amended  and  Dated  the  Day 
the  Argument  Terminated: 

Motion  by  defendants  ex  parte  to  vary  the  certificate  of 
the  judgment  of  this  Court  by  changinsr  the  date  from  that 
of  the  pronouncing  of  judgment  to  that  of  the  argument, 
the  plaintiff  havingr  died  between  nrsmment  and  jndgmeTit. 
In  Ignorance  of  his  death,  the  defendants  applied  for  and 
obtained  the  issue  of  the  certificate  of  judgment,  which  bore 
date  as  of  the  day  on  which  the  judgment  was  pronounced. 

T.  D.  Delamere,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 
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The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Osler,  Maclennan,  and 
Moss,  J  J.  A.)  was  delivered  by 

jMoss,  J. a.,  wlio,  alter  ruierring  to  Turner  v.  London. and 
South  Western  It.W.Co.,  L.K.  17  Lq.  5G1,  CoUiusou  v.  lister, 
20  Beav.  356,  I'roup  v.  Troup,  16  W.  11.  573,  and  Kcroyd 
V.  Uouitnarti,  |lbj'3j  'it  Cii.  554,  siud: — ^The«e  ca^es 
shew  that  where  at  the  time  of  giving  judgmenl 
the  Court  is  aware  that  an  abatement  lias  occurred 
since  the  argument,  it  may  direct  the  judgment  to 
be  dated  as  of  the  day  when  the  argument  terminated, 
lirde  629  provides  that  every  judgment  and  order  pronounced 
by  tlie  Court  or  a  Judge  shall  be  dated  as  of  the  day  on 
which  it  is  pronounced,  and  shall  take  effect  from,  that  datu, 
unless  otherwise  directed.  In  the  present  case,  if  the  Court 
had  been  aware  of  the  death  of  the  plaintiff  when  giving 
judgment,  it  would  have  pronounced  iu  aad  directed  it  to  be 
entered  as  of  tlie  day  oi  the  argument,  and  it  would  tiien 
have  borne  that  date,  and  have  been  so  entered.  The  certifi- 
cate of  this  Court  having  issued  in  its  present  form  through 
ignorance  of  an  existing  fact,  the  Courts  in  the  exerci^e  of 
its  inherent  power  over  its  records,  may  now  give  the  proper 
directions  with  regard  to  its  forna:  Re  Swire,  30  Ch.  I>.  2.39; 
Snerk  v.  Evans,  tz  A.li.  242;  llaitray  v.  Young,  Cass.Sup.Ct. 
Dig.  692.  And  the  proper  course  is  to  amend  it  by  dating  it 
as  of  the  day  of  the  argument^  and  by  inserting  in  the  body 
thereol  a  direction  that  it  be  entered  as  oi  lae  day  ot  the 
argument.  Direction  aocordingly.  No  costs  of  application 
or  amendm^t. 

J.  L.  Whiting,  Kingston,  solicitor  for  defendants. 
Robertson,  J.  May  12Tn,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

HOLMES  V.  TOWN  OF  GODERICH. 

i/tfni'ctpaf  VorjioratiOfi — **  Ordinary  Current  Expenditure  " — lly  t'Ut> 
to  RuiHC  Money  for — Hiyht  of  Corjioration  to  Use  Portion  of 
Such  Money  as  Security  on  Ayyvul  by  it  to  Supreme  Couit, 

Action  to  rodirun  dei'endanlr»  from  (lit  counting  or  in  nny 
way  dealing  with  a  promissory  note  for  f 2,000,  made  for  the 
purpose  of  providing  funds  for  security  for  appeal  tq  Su- 
preme Court  of  Canada  in  a  former  action  of  Holmes  v. 
Town  of  Goderich,  and  for  delivery  up  of  note  for  cancel- 
lation. The  npte  in  question  was  signed  by  the  mayor  and 
treasurer  of  the  town  and  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  town 
corporation.  The  council  of  the  town  had  previously  passed 
by-iajsvs  authorizing  the  mayor  and  treasurer  to  borrow 
t22,.000  from  the  Bank  of  Montreal  for  current  expenditure 
of  the  corporation.  These  by-laws  were  acted  upon,  and 
from  time  to  time  money  was  drawn  from  the  bank  as  re- 
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quired  for  curirent  exponditupe^  notes  being  ddiv^red  k)  the 
bank  for  euch  sums  a^  were  required.  At  the  time  the  noic 
ill  question  was  givan^  15,000  of  the  f^2>000  remained  to  be 
bopiawed.  ^ 

W.  Pvoiidloot,  'Goderichy  for  plaintiff. 

J.  T.  Garrow,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

BoBERTSON,  J. — ^It  is  contended  by  the  defendants  that 
the  by-laws  authorieing  the  borrowing  off  the  sum  of  122,000 
are  sUJ^l  in  force;  and,  therefore,  whatever  sum  or  sums  may 
have  been  lent  by  the  defendant  bank  under  the  authority 
therefor,  not  exceeding  that  sum,  must  be  assumed  tor  the 
present  as  being  justiiied. 

Oil  the  other  haind>  the  plaintiff  cont^ids  thait  ike 
amount  thuB  authopised  to  be  borrowed,  exceeded  the  sum 
which,  under  hoc.  4,S5  of  the  Municipal  Act,  the  council 
had  authority  to  borrow;  and  the  by-laws,  therefore,  ane 
uUra  vires,  because  f  22,000  was  in  excess  of  80  per  cent,  of 
the  amount  collected  as  taxes,  to  pay  "  the  ordmary  current 
e^spenditure '^  of  the  municipality  in  the  preceding  year. 

The  total  amount  collected,  of  all  taxes,  for  IS^OO  at  Ute 
tiioe  of  the  passing  ot  the  by-laws,  was  f28, 164.68;  of  this 
sum,  80  per  cent,  would  be  more  than  the  amoimi  authorized 
tr  be  boivowed  by  fr>,G30.93,  if  the  plaintiff's  contention  is 
^ofpeot. 

Tihe  queaticMi  then  is,  what  is  the  meaning  of  the  words, 
**  ordinary  current  expenditure  "  ?  After  much  consider- 
ation I  have  ccHne  to  the  conclueicm  that  the  whole  sum  orf 
the  estimaies  for  1900,  viz.,  f 30,084.12,  as  slieMm  in  the  4th 
paragraph  of  the  Admissions,  as  foUosrs:  lor  puUic  schools/ 
f 5,000;  for  separate  schools,  f450;  for  colleeaate  institutes, 
12,800;  fox  oouAty  rate,  f 984.70;  for  consolidated  debtttftuce 
debt,  13,755.48;  and  for  all  other  purposes,  f  17,093.94:  was 
the  sum  levied  to  be  collected  for  that  purpose;  but,  as  the 
whole  amount  was  not  collected  up  to  the  time  of  the  passing 
of  the  by-laws,  the  percentage  for  borrowing  was  calculated 
on  the  latter  sum,  |28,154.68.  ♦  ♦  ♦  To  say  that  the 
sums  required  for  public  school  purposes  or  for  separate 
schools  or  for  collegiate  institutes  or  for  county  rates  or  for 
consolidated  debenture  debts,  are  not  all  within  the  "  oriKn- 
ary  current  expenditure  "  of  the  municipality,  is  something 
I  cannot  understand.  "  Expenditure  '*  of  the  character  in- 
dicated appertains  to  every  municipality.  Buch  "  expendi- 
ture *'  includes  all  sums  which  are  not  to  be  applied  in  pay- 
nitnt  of  liabiiiiies  exccj)tionai  in  character  and  arc  not 
rtcurriD;r  vear  by  year.  Scott  v.  Peterborough,  1%  XJ.  G.  B. 
469,  McMai^ter  v.  Newmarket,  11  C.  P.  398,  Wallace  v. 
Oran^eville,  5  0.  R.  37,  Re  Giver  and  Ottawa,  20  A.  R.  529, 
do  not  declare  what  constitutes  "ordinary  current  expend- 
iture.''    ♦     ♦     ♦     It  appears  to  mc  that  a  little  practical 
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common  sens^,  and  common  knowledge^  must  be  applied  in 
disposing  of  this  question.  In  the  first  place,  it  may  be 
asked  why  the  council  of  any  municipality  was  authorized 
to  borrow  money  at  all.  One  and  all  have  the  {)ower  to 
assess  and  levy  on  the  whole  taxable  property  within  its 
jurisdiction,  a  suflBcient  sum  in  each  year  to  pay  all  its  valid 
debts,  whether  principal  or  interest,  falling  due  within  the 
year,  etc.  The  work  of  the  assessor  is  the  first  thing  done ; 
the  assessment  rates  being  returned  and  the  assessed  value  as- 
certained, as  provided ;  the  next  thing  in  order  is  to  ascertain 
the  amount  required  for  all  purposes  during  that  year;  and  • 
a  rate  not  to  exceed  two  cents  on  the  dollar  on  the  whole 
assessed  value,  is  to  be  struck  for  all  purposes,  except  school 
rates.  Then  the  collector  goes  to  work.  Now  the  accom- 
plishment of  all  these  things  requires  time;  it  is  generally  as 
late  as  October,  and  sometimes  later,  before  the  taxes  are 
collected;  but  in  the  meantime  the  Uabildties  are  accruing 
due  from  month  to  month.  The  salaries  of  officials  have  to 
be  paid;  the  schools  require  funds  to  meet  teachers'  salaries 
and  other  expenses  connected  with  the  schools;  debentures 
are  becoming  due,  and  interest  thereon;  but  there  is  noth- 
irg  in  the  treasury  to  meet  these  several  demands.  This  being 
the  case,  the  Legislature  allowed  and  gave  power  to  the 
council  of  each  municipality  to  pass  by-laws  authorizing 
the  borrowing  of  what  was  necessary  to  meet  those  seversu 
demands  in  anticipation  of  the  taxes  levied  and  being  col* 
lected.  How  can  it  be  said  that  these  several  sums  thus 
falling  due  from  time  to  time  each  year,  as  shewn  by  the 
estimates  of  each  year,  and  the  money  to  meet  them  when 
paid,  is  not  "  current  expenditure  **  ?  There  is  nothing  to 
sliew  that  there  is  a  "  debenture  sinking  fund  *'  in  this  case, 
which,  of  course,  would  not  be  included  in  "  current  expend- 
iture.^' ,  That  fund,  df  any,  is  one  created  by  putting  by  a 
certain  sum  each  year,  levied  for  the  purpose  of  meeting 
debentures  yet  to  fall  due.  It  was  stated  at  the  Bar  that  the 
consolidated  debt  debentures,  referred  to  in  the  estimates, 
were  payable  by  annual  instalments,  and  the  amount  of  each 
instalment  wa«  levied  each  year,  etc.,  and  there  was,  there- 
fore, no  "sinking  fund.'' 

I  have,  therefore,  come  to  the  conclusdon  that  the  amount 
authorized  to  be  borrowed  by  the  by-law  No.  4  of  1901,  as 
amended  by  by-law  No.  4  (B)  of  1901,  authorizing  the  amount 
of  f  22,000  to  be  borrowed,  was  not,  nor  is  it,  ultra  virei 
of  the  council  of  the  defendant  corporation.  And,  on  the 
whole  case,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  action  must  be  dis- 
missed, and  the  injunction  dissolved,  with  full  costs,  together 
with  the  costs  of  the  motion  to  extend  the  injunction  and  all 
costs  incident  thereto. 

Dudley  Holmes,  Goderich,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

Garrow  &  Garrow,  Goderich,  solicitors  for  defendants. 
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May  16th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

CLAEK  V.  GRAY- 

Fraud  and  Miareprettentation — Sale  of  8hare9^**Action  for  Deceit-^ 

Sole  pr  Material  Cause  op  Purchate. 

Motion  by  plaintiff  to  set  aside  nonsuit  enters  by  Lount, 
J.,  at  the  trial  at  Woodstock,  of  an  action,  for  damages  for 
deceit,  inducing  the  plaintiff  to  purchase  from  defendant 
a  block  of  shares  in  the  Bear  Creek  Mining  Co.  of  British 
Columbia. 

The  motion  was  heard  by  Boyd,  C,  and  Meredith,  C.J. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

6.  H.  Watson,  K.C.  for  defendant. 

Meredith,  C.J.: — ^In  order  to  entitle  the  defendant  to 
have  his  case  submitted  to  the  jury,  it  was  incumbent  on 
him  to  give  evidence  that  the  representations  upon,  which 
he  relied  were  in  fact  made;  that  they  were  false  in  fact;  that 
the  defendant  knew  them  to  be  false,  or  made  them  reckless- 
ly, not  caring  whether  they  were  true  or  false;  and  that  the 
representations  were  the  sole  cause  of  the  plaintiff's  act 
of  purchasing  the  shares,  or  materially  contributed  to  his 
purchasing  them.    As  to  all  of  the  alleged  representations, 
except  that  as  to  the  |40,000    stated  to  have  been  in  the 
treasury  for  the  purpose  of  developing  the  mine,  there  was 
no  reasonable  evidence  that  they  were  false  to  the  know- 
ledge of  the  defendant,  or  that  they  were  made  by  him  rec::- 
lesifily,  not  caring  whether  they  were- true  or  false.       The 
plaintiff  knew  that  the  information  which  the  defendant 
communicated   to   him   was   the  result  of  what  had  been 
reported  to  him  from  Britdsh  Columbia  as  to  the  property; 
and  the  circumstance  that,  after  discovering  the  true  state 
of  matters,    the  plaintiff  attributed   blame   for   the   false 
statement  to  Besl^  from  whom  the  defendant  derived  his 
information,  and  not  to  the  defendant,  is  an  important  cir- 
cumstance to  be  considered  in  dealing^  with  this  branch.    As 
to  the  representation  as  to  the  |40,000,  the  testimony  of 
the  plaintfiff  was  somewhat  vague  and  unsatisfactory,  but, 
assuming  that  it  v/as  shewn  to  have  been  made  as  charged 
by  plaintiff,  his  case  fails  for  lack  of  any  evidence  that  the 
representation    caused    or    materially    contributed    to    his 
act  of  purchasing  the  shares.     Nothing  can  be  found  in  the' 
plaintiff\s  testimony  in  the  nature  of  a  statement  of  that 
etTect.     He  did  testifv  that  he  relied  on  the  defendant's 
representations  as  to  the  property;  but  that  means  as  to  the 
mining  property,  its  character,  richness,  etc.,  and  not  as  to 
the  financial  position  of  the  company  or  the  extent  to  which 
it  had  succeeded  in  disposinof  of  its  shares.     Motion  dis- 
missed with  costs,  without  prejudice  to  any  action  that  the 
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plaintiff  may  be  advised  to  bring  for  the  rescission  of  the 
contract  to  purchase  the  shares;  or  the  plaintiff  may  have 
the  option  of  a  new  trial  confined  to  the  representation  as  to 
the  f40y000^  on  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  last  trial  and  of 
tiiis  motion. 

Boyd,  C: — The  only  matter  to  be  considered  is  as  to 
the  140^000  representation.  This  wafi  not  complained  of 
till  a  late  stage,  and  then  by  amended  pleading.  The  repre- 
sentation as  pleaded  is  not  as  proved,  but  materially  varies 
therefrom.  The  evidence  as  to  what  was  represented  is  not 
distanct  and  clear  cut,  such  as  would  be  expected  in  order 
to  establish  fraud  and  deceit,  and  altogether  I  am  not  dis- 
posed to  differ  from  the  conclusion  of  my  brother  Meredith. 

J.  S.  Mackay,  Woodstock,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

Smith  &  Mahon,  Woodstock,  solicitors  for  defendants. 

MacMahon,  J.  May  12th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

REX  EX  REL.  IVISON  v.  IRWIN. 

Municipal  Election— Tampering  with  Ballot9— Evidence  of  Voters  as 
to  how  they  Vast  their  Ballots  not  Admissible— Evidence  Viva 
Toce  Supplementary  to  Affidavit  Evidence  Admissible— Dis- 
cretion to  Refuse  Leave  to  Cross-Examine  Affiants — Irregu- 
larities. 

Appecl  by  respondent  from  the  judgment  of  the  senior 
Judge  of  the  County  Court  of  Essex,  declaring  void  and 
setting  aside  the  election  of  the  relator  as  a  councillor  of 
the  town  of  Leamington. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  the  respondent. 

J.  H.  Rodd,  Windsor,  for  the  relator. 

MacMahon,  J. — There  were  ten  candidates  for  the 
ofBce  of  councillor  for  the  town  of  Leamington,  of  whom 
only  six  could  be  elected.  The  respondent  was  elected  by  , 
a  majority  of  101  votes  over  Mr.  Coultice,  the  minority 
candUate  who  polled  the  vote  next  in  nimiber  to  the  respon- 
dent, the  vote  being  : 

Irwin. 300 

Coultice 199 


-»^ 


Majority  for  Irwin 101 

Out  of  142  ballots  cast  at  poll  No.  3,  132  were  found  to 
be  marked  for  the-  respondent,  while  29  voters  by  their  affi- 
davits and  3  others  who  gave  viva  voce  evidence — in  all, 
92  voters, — swear  that  they  did  not  vote  for  him;  there  is 
ttp  strongest  possible  evidence  that  in  some  way  access  was 
had  to  the  ballot  box  end  the  ballot  papers  tampered  with. 

With  regard  to  the  objection  of  the  improper  reception 
by  the  County  Court  Judge  of  viva  voce  evidence  on  behalf 
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of  the  relator,  it  was  contended  that  he  was  precluded  irom 
supplementing  his  affidavit  evidence  by  calling  witnesses  to 
g]ve  viva  voct  eridence,  althongh  their  names  were  men- 
tioned in  the  notice  of  motion.  The  question  raised  was 
disposed  of  adversely  to  the  respondent's  contention,  in 
Begina  ex  rel.  M&ngan  v.  Fleming,  14  P.  B.  458.  ...  It 
appears  that^  although  objection  was  raised  to  the  evidence, 
some  of  the  voters  were  called  as  witnesses  by  the  relator^ 
and  stated  for  whom  they  voted.    .    .    ^ 

Section  200  of  the  Municipal  Act,  B.  S.  0.  ch.  223,  pro- 
vides that  "  no  person  who  haa  voted  at  an  election  shall  in 
ary  legal  proceeding  to  question  the  election  or  return  be 
required  to  state  for  whom  he  voted."  Section  7  of  the 
Dominion  Elections  Act,  and  sec.  158  of  the  Ontario  Elec- 
tions Act,  E.  S.  0.  ch.  9,  are  in  like  terms.  See  Be  Haldi- 
rcand  Election,  1  E.  C.  at  p.  574;  Be  Lincoln  Election,  4 
A.  B.  at  p.  210. 

The  improper  reception  of  the  evidence  to  which  I  have 
referred,  cannot,  however,  affect  the  judgment  appealed 
against,  as  without  such  evidence  there  was  the  evidence 
of  the  32  voters,  to  which  credence  was  given  by  the  learned 
County  Court  Judge,  which,  together  with  the  scrutiny  made 
by  him  of  the  ballots,  afforded,  as  he  considered,  ample  evi- 
dence that  the  ballots  had  been  tampered  with  after  the 
ballot  papers  had  been  deposited  in  the  ballot  box  at  th^ 
close  of  tne  poll. 

At  the  examdnation  counsel  for  the  respondent  asked 
for  leave  to  cross-examine  the  several  affiants  who  had  made 
the  affidavits  filed  by  the  relator.  The  learned  Judge  of  the 
County  Court  refused,  and  his  refusal  is  one  of  the  grounds 
of  appeal.  In  Begina  ex  rel.  Piddington  v.  Biddell,  4  P.  E. 
80,  Morrison,  J.,  held  that  ordering  the  oral  examination  of 
the  parties  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  the  facts  sworn 
to  by  one  ClinkenDOomer  and  the  respondent  was  dis- 
cretionary with  him,  and  refused  the  application.  And  in 
Bex  ex  rel.  Boss  v.  Taylor.  22  C.  L.  T.  Occ.  N.  183,  the 
Master  in  Chambers^  followed  Piddington  v.  Biddell,  holding 
that  it  was  a  matter  of  discretion  as  to  permitting  a  cross- 
examination  of  persons  who  had  made  affidavits  filed  by  the 
rfspondents  in  answer  to  the  affidavits  filed  by  the  relator. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  in  the  present  case  it  was  discretion- 
ary with  the  learned  County  Court  Judge,  after  the  exami- 
nation had  commenced,  to  refuse  leave  to  cross-examine. 

As  the  practice  in  the  High  Court  is  applicable  to  quo 
warranto  proceedings  (Bex  ex  rel.  Eoberts  v.  Ponsf ord, ,  22 
C.L.T.  Occ,  N.  146,  ante  223),  the  respondent  could  before  the 
examination  have  cross-examined  all  persons  who  had  made 
the  affidavits  filed  by  the  relator. 
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It  was  contended  by  the  respondent  that  the  election  was 
saved  bj  sec.  204  of  the  Act. 

Althongh  the  deputy  returning  officer  said  that  when 
taking  the  ballot  box  from  the  poll  to  the  office  of  the  town 
c?erk,  he  only  called  at  his  own  house  for  a  few  moments; 
bis  taking  the  ballot  box  there  was  violating  a  very  stringent 
provision  of  the  Act,  for  which,  on  conviction,  he  would  be  li- 
able to  imprisonment  for  6  months  and  to  a  fine  of  |400 ;  this, 
together  with  the  finding  by  the  County  Court  Judge  that 
a  large  number  of  the  ballots  had  been  tampered  with  after 
the  iMillot  papers  had  been  placed  in  the  baUot  box,  renders 
ii  impossible  to  say  that  such  in-e^alarities  did  not  affect  the 
r€6ult  of  the  election. 

The  appeal  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Fleming,  Wigle,  &  Bodd,  Windsor,  solicitors  for  relator. 

J.  W.  Hanna,  Windsor,  solicitor  for  respondent. 

May  17th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

O'HEABN  V.  TOWN  OF  POET  AETHUK. 

Street  Railway 9--Vegligence — Operation  of  Car— Collision—  Con- 
tributory Negligence— Duty  of  Driver  of  Vehicle^Proximate 
Cause — Nonsuit. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  Britton,  J., 
entered  upon  the  findings  of  the  jury  in  an  action  by  plain- 
tiff, a  teamster  in  the  town  of  Port  Arthur,  for  damages  for 
bodily  injuries  caused  by  being  run  into  by  a  street  car  of 
defendants,  owing  to  alleged  negligent  running  at  a  rapid 
and  dangerous  speed. 

The  plaintiff,  at  4  p.m.,  was  driving  northward  along 
the  west  side  of  Cumberland  street,  on  which  the  track  is, 
and  was  crossing  it  to  go  along  Ambrose  street,  which  runs 
into  Cumberland  street  at  right  angles,  when  the  collision 
took  place. 

The  following  questions  were  submitted  to  the  jury :   . 

1.  Were  the  defendants  guiltv  of  negligence  in  running 
their  car  on  the  occasion  of  the  accident  at  too  great  speed  ? 

2.  Were  the  defendants  guilty  of  negligence  in  not  so  nm- 
ning  their  car  as  to  be  able  to  control  it  or  stop  it  in  time 
t#'  prevent  a  collision  with  the  plaintiff,  who  was  seen  by  the 
motorman,  and  who,  for  all  the  motorman  knew,  might  turn 
down  as  he  did  actually  turn  down  Ambrose  street  ? 

3.  Was  the  gong  sounded  by  the  motorman  as  the  car 
approarhed  the  plaintiff  on  Cumberland  street  ? 

4.  Could  the  plaintiff  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care 
have  avoided  the  collision? 

5.  What  damages  has  plaintiff  sustained  ? 
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The  jury  found  that  the  speed  of  the  car  on  the  occasion 
cf  the  accident  was  excessive;  that  the  motonnan  was  negUr 
gent  in  not  sounding  the  gong;  and  that  the  plaintiff  could 
not  have  avoided  the  accident,  nor  be  justly  accused  of  ordi- 
nary negligence;  and  assessed  the  damages  at  |200. 

N.  W.  Howell,  for  defendants. 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  plaintiff. 

The  Court  (Boyd,  C,  Meredith,  J.)  held  that  the 
case  was  not  distinguishable  from  Danger  v.  London  Street 
li.  W.  Co.,  30  0.  R.  493. 

Boyd,  C. — When  vehicles  are  moving  ahead  of  the  cars 
and  in  the  same  direction;  it  is  reasonable  to  hold  that  the 
drivers  of  the  vehicles,  who  know  when  and  where  they  are 
going  to  turn  and  cross  the  track,  should  be  vigilant  to  see 
tliat  no  car  is  coming  behind  them.  A  greater  burden  in 
this  regard  should  rest  on  the  driver  than  on  the  motorman, 
who  is  not  to  bfe  kept  in  a  state  of  nervousness  and  appre- 
hension that  some  one  or  everyone  ahead  may  cross  in  front 
of  the  moving  car  at  any  moment.  The  driver  can  move  in 
any  direction,  not  so  the  motorman.  The  right  of  way  being 
with  the  car,  the  driver  should  keep  out  of  its  track,  unless 
upon  observation  he  is  satisfied  that  the  passage  is  clear. 

Meredith,  J. — It  would  have  been  better  if  the  usual 
qustions  had  been  submitted  to  the  jury.  Little  is  ever 
gained  by  departing  from  well  settled  forms  ;  often  a  good 
deal  is  lost.  In  this  case  there  is  no  direct  finding  that  the 
negligence  which  the  jury  attributed  to  the  defendants  was 
the  proximate  cause  of  the  plaintiff's  injury;  the  usual  ques- 
tion was  not  asked.  iNor  was  the  question  whether,  assum- 
ing the  plaintiff  to  have  by  negligence  contributed  to  the 
accident,  might  the  defendants  yet  have  by  the  exercise  of 
ordinary  care  avoided  the  injury.  This  subject  seems  to 
have  been  dealt  with,  during  the  charge,  by  withdrawing  it 
from  the  jury,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  plain  that  the 
injury  could  not  have  been  so  avoided.  This  was  done  in  the 
plaintiff's  interests,  it  being  said  that  the  defendants  con- 
ceded it.  It  seems  to  have  been  overlooked  at  the  moment 
that  it  might  also,  in  another  view  of  the  case,  the  one  now 
being  dealt  with,  aid  the  plaintiff,  and  no  assent  on  his  part 
i<^  mentioned.  Both  parties  are  perhaps  now  precluded  from 
urging  that  the  injury  might  have  been  so  avoided;  still  it 
would  have  been  more  satisfactory  to  have  had  the  usual 
answers. 

And,  if  the  case  should  have  gone  to  the  jury  at  all,  it 
would  have  been  better  if  the  jury  had  been  charged  at  least 
somewhat  in  accordance  with  the  law  as  expounded  in  the 
case  of  Danger  v.  London  Street  R.  W.  Co.,  30  0.  B.  493. 

That  is  a  case  which  was  binding  upon  the  trial  Judge, 
and  is  under  the  statute  binding  upon  us.     It  was  the  latest 
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case  upon  the  fttme  questions^  and^  in  its  facts^  most  like  this 
ease,  and  is  judgment  of  a  Divisional  Court. 

But  the  main  question  is  whether  the  plaintiflf  ought  to 
have  been  nonsuited,  on  the  ground,  of  contributory  negli- 
gence. 

He  should  have  been  if  the  Danger  case  was  well  decided, 
and,  whether  it  was  or  not,  it  was  binding,  as  I  have  said, 
and  so  there  should  have  been  a  nonsuit.  I  am  quite  un- 
able to  distinguish  this  case  from  that.  The  few  minor 
differences  of  fact  seem  to  me  to  make  this  case  rather 
stronger  than  that  was,  against  the  plaintiff.  In  that  case, 
the  plaintiff  was  driving  in  a  covered  buggy,  under  very 
considerable  difficulty  of  hearing  and  seeing  anything  be- 
hind him  ;  in  this  case  the  plaintiff  was  driving  on  the  top 
of  an  open*coal  cart,  with  no  obstruction  to  his  view  in  any 
direction,  and  had  but  to  turn  his  head  to  know  whether  his 
way  was  safe  or  dangerous.  In  that  case  the  plaintiff  had 
looked  back  and  had  seen  an  approaching  car,  but  so  far  away 
— ^many  hundreds  of  feet — that  he  thought  he  could  cross  be- 
fore it  overtook  him,  but  he  did  not  look  when  he  ought  to 
have  looked,  just  before  attempting  to  cross ;  in  this  case  the 
plaintiff  looked  back  several  hundreds  of  feet,  and  again 
about  one  hundred  feet,  before  attempting  to  cross;  but  by 
reason  of  a  turn  in  the  road  he  could  not  see  an  approach- 
ing car  unless  withm  800  feet  from  him  at  the  furthest; 
beyond  that  he  could  know  nothing  by  sight;  within  it  he 
might  fail  to  observe.  In  the  Danger  case  the  track  was 
a  straight  line  as  far  as  the  eye  could  see;  and  in  that  case 
the  plaintiff's  attention  was  distracted  by  another  car  ap- 
proaching in  the  opposite  direction.  In  this  case,  the  whole 
line  and  the  whole  public  street  were  clear,  except  for  the 
plaintiff's  cart  and  the  car  into  which  he  tumea;  and  all 
there  was  to  distract  his  attention  was  some  children  riding 
by  his  leave  at  the  tail  of  his  cart. 

I  understand  the  Danger  case  to  decide  this,  that,  under 
oidinary  circumstances,  any  one  attempting  to  cross  an  elec- 
tric street  railway,  with  a  knowledge  of  the  constant  run- 
ring  of  cars  upon  it,  such  as  is  usual  in  cities  and  towns, 
without  looking,  is  negligent.  I  entirely  concur  in  that 
view  of  everyone's  duty  to  himself,  and  to  all  whom  he  may 
endanger  by  want  of  that  ordinary  care.  No  reasonable 
man  could,  in  mv  judgment,  say  that,  on  the  facts  of  this 
case,  there  was  not  great  negligence  in  attempting  to  cross 
without  looking.  Looking  meant  a  mere  turn  of  the  head; 
the  man  was  not  going  on  in  the  same  course ;  he  was  on  the 
Tvrong  side  of  the  road  in  regard  to  passing  other  vehicles, 
and  he^  was  about  to  turn  at  right  angles  to  his  course  and 
immediately  upon  the  car  track.  This  he  knew;  the  change 
lias  the  result  of  his  own  thought,  and  his  own  action.     He 
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knew  that  he  was  passmg  from  a  place  of  safety  into  a  place 
of  general  danger;  he  intended  to  do  that,  and  did  it;  but 
did  it  without  toking  the  trouble- — if  trouble  it  can  be  called 
— ^to  turn  his  head  and  know  if  he  safely  might.  His  one 
excuse  seems  to  me  to  condemn  rather  than  to  acquit  him, 
if  it  really  have  any  effect  upon  tlxe  question  at  all.  He 
looked,  at  about  400  feet  and  again  at  about  100  feet,  before 
attempting  to  cross.  If  it  was  right  to  look  at  400  or  100 
ieet  away,  how  much  more  so  just  before  going  upon  danger- 
ous ground.  The  noise  of  his  cart — the  excuse  for  not  hearing 
— made  it  more  imperative  to  look  at  the  proper  place  ana 
time.  When  he  looked  first  about  400  feet  away,  a  car 
would  be  out  of  sight  at  about  400  feet  off;  when  he  last 
looked  at  about  100  it  would  be  out  of  sight;  at  each  or 
either  time  it  might  be  in  sight  and  he  have  failed  to  observe 
it.  I  cannot  imagine  any  ordinarily  careful  person  acting  as 
the  plaintiff  says  he  did  just  before  turning  upon  the  track. 
His  position  on  the  left  hand  side  of  the  road  would  indicate 
that  he  was  going  to  stop  at  some  place  on  that  side  or  to 
turn  to  the  left  at  one  of  the  cross  streets,  if  it  indicated 
anythine.  Some  measure  of  care  is  required  of  a  driver 
ahead;  if  his  stopping  or  turning  one  way  or  other  will  in- 
te  rf ere  with  traffic  behind  him,  he  should  indicate  his  inten- 
tion -in  time  by  raising  his  whip  or  arm  or  in  some  other 
recognized  or  sufficient  manner. 

Then  the  one  question  is:  Was  the  plaintiff  upon  his 
shewing  guilty  of  negligence?  That  his  act  at  least  con- 
tributed to  the  injury  is  unquestioned,  and  unquestionable. 
Without  it  he  could  not  have  been  injured. 

All  the  facts  are  admitted;  for  the  purposes  of  the  mo- 
tion for  nonsuit  the  plain tiff^s  statemetoit  of  them  is  accepted; 
no  other  evidence  strengthens  it  upon  this  question.  There 
is  no  disputed  question  of  fact  for  the  jury;  no  inference  of 
fact  to  be  drawn.  All  that  has  to  be  considered  is,  did  his 
admitted  act  constitute  negligence? 

Is  that  a  question  for  the  Court  or  for  the  jury?  Un- 
hesitat'infirlv  I  would  say  for  the  Court  in  the  first  place  to 
say  whether  it  afforded  any  reasonable  evidence  to  go  to  the 
jury.  It  is  for  the  Court  to  say  whether  there  is  any 
reasonable  evidence  upon  which  a  jury  could  find,  and  it  is 
only  after  that  question  is  answered  in  the  affirmative  that 
it  is  for  the  jury  to  say  what  the  finding  should  be. 

ITpon  any  given  state  of  facts  it  is  for  the  Judge  to  say 
whether  negligence  can  rightly  be  inferred,  and  for  the  jury 
to  say  whether  it  ought  to  be  inferred:  Jackson  v.  Metro- 
politan R.  W.  Co..  3  App.  Cas.  193. 

Appeal  allowed  and  action  dismissed  with  costs  on  lower 
, scale. 

F.  H.  Keefcr,  Port  Arthur,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

W.  F.  Langworthy,  Port  Arthur,  solicitor  for  defendants. 


THE 

Ontario  Weekly  Reporter. 

(To  AND  INOLUDINQ  MAY  24TN,  1902.) 


Vol.  I.  TORONTO,  MAY  29,  1902.  No.  20. 


May  16th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

CANADA  ATLANTIC  R.  W.  CO.  v.  CITY  OP  OTTAWA. 

Railways — Wght  to  Cross  Streets — Permission  of  Railway  Com- 
mittee of  Privy  Council — Necessity  for  Expropriation  Proceed- 
ings. 

An  appeal  by  the  defendants  from  the  judgment  of 
Boyd,  C,  2  0.  L.  E.  336. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  Taylor  McVeity,  Ottawa, 
for  appellants. 

F.  H.  Chrysler,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

The  Court  (Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss,  JJ.A.)  dis- 
missed the  appeal  with  costs,  following  their  recent  decision 
ir  Montreal  and  Ottawa  B.  W.  Co.  v.  City  of  Ottawa,  ante 

Taylor  McVeity,  solicitor  for  appellants. 

Crysler  &  Bethnne,  Ottawa,  solicitors  for  respondents. 


Maclennan,  J.A.  May  16th,  1902. 

c.  a.— chambers. 

CENTAUR  CYCLE  CO  v.  HILL. 

SMcitUoH^Leave  to  l89ue  Notwithstandinff  Appeal—Special  Circum- 
stances—Rule  827  (2). 

Motion  by  plaintiffs  for  leave  to  issue  execution  upon 
tne  judgment  of  Boyd,  C,  ante  p.  229,  notwithstanding  the 
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pendency  of  the  appeal.    The  defendant  Love  had  paid  into 
Court,  ♦:^U0  as  security  for  the  costs  of  the  appeal. 

W.  E.  Middleton,  for  plaintiffs. 

C.  W.  Kerr,  for  defendant  Hill. 

W.  E.  Kaney,  for  defendant  Love. 

Maclennan,  J.A.,  held,  after  some  hosivation,  and  with 
some  reluctance,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  leave 
tc  issue  execution.  They  had  a  judgment  for  f2,500  for 
goods,  of  which  the  defendants  had  received  the  benefit. 
They  were  dealing  with  the  defendants  on  terms  of  security 
for  their  account,  and  the  security  had  turned  out  to  be 
wholly  illusory.  The  financial  position  of  defendants  was 
now  found  to  be  weak,  one  of  them  having  given  up  business 
for  that  reason,  and  the  other  having  been  obliged  to  borrow 
two  considerable  sums  upon  mortgage  of  his  stock  in  trade 
1o  enable  him  to  carry  on  his  business.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances, the  case  was  one  for  the  exercise  of  the  power 
given  by  Eule  827  (2)  of  ordering  that  execution  be  not 
stayed  pending  the  appeal.  The  appellants  might,  however, 
have  the  execution  stayed  upon  giving  security,  to  the  satis- 
faction of  a  Judge,  for  the  judgment  debt  and  costs.  Costs 
of  motion  to  be  costs  in  the  appeal. 


EoBERTSON,  J.  May  15th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

McLaughlin  v.  Mclaughlin. 

Costs — Partition    Proceeding — Taxed   Coats — Special  Circumstances. 

An  application  by  the  plaintiffs  for  an  order  allowing 
taxed  costs  instead  of  the  usual  commission  in  a  summary 
proceeding  for  partition  or  sale  of  land,  upon  the  ground 
that  an  unusual  amount  of  time  and  trouble  had  necessarilj- 
been  expended  by  the  plaintiffs^  solicitor  in  the  proceedings, 

J.  G.  0*Donoghue,  for  plaintiffs. 

F.  "W.  Ilarcourt,  for  infant  defendants. 

E.  J.  B.  Duncan,  for  adult  defendants. 

Robertson,  J. — ^I  have  carefully  considered  this  matter, 
and,  in  my  judgment,  it  is  an  exceptional  case,  and  the 
r-laintiffs'  solicitor  should  be  allowed  hfis  costs  according  to 
the  tariff,  instead  of  commission  under  Rule  14(>. 
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May  19th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

Re  SXURE  AND  DAVIS. 

Landlord  and  Tenant — Overholding  Tenants  Act,  R.  iS.  O.  ch,  171 — 
BreavJi  of  Covenant  in  Lease—Chattel  Mortgage  made  by  Motfier 
of  Tenant—**  Wrongful  "  R4^fusal  to  Qo  Out  of  Possession— 
**  Clearly " — Upon  Certiorari,  the  Court  can  hook  only  at  the 
Proceedings  and  Evidence  Below. 

Motion  by  Loyal  Davis  and  Elizabeth  Davis  to  set  aside 
an  order  made  by  the  Judge  of  the  County  Court  of  Lincoln, 
on  the  18th  January  last,  purporting  to  be  made  under  the 
Overholdirg  Tenants  Act,  adjudging  that  Jacob  E.  Snure,  the 
landlord,  was  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  lands'in  ques- 
tion, and  permitting  a  writ  of  possession  to  issue  to  put  the. 
landlord  in  possession  as  against  the  applicants,  the  tenants. 
The  applicants  contended  that  their  lease  had  not  expired 
or  been  determined  at  the  time  these  proceedings  were  taken; 
that  nothing  was  done  by  the  tenants  which  entitled  the 
landlord  to  declare  a  forfeiture  of  the  lease;  that  there  was 
a  bona  fide  matter  of  dispute  between  the  parties,  and  the 
Judge  should  not  have  determined  the  matter  summarily, 
hut  should  have  dismissed  the  case  and  left  the  landlord  to 
Lis  remedy  by  an  ordinary  action  at  law.  The  landlord  dis- 
trained for  rent  by  virtue  of  an  acceleration  clause  to  be 
enforced  if  the  tenants  gave  a  chattel  mortgage.  The  goods 
on  the  demised  premises  were  seized  and  sold  under  a  chat- 
tel mortgage  made  by  the  mother  of -one  of  the  tenants. 

G.  Kerr,  for  the  tenants. 

T.  Mulvey,  for  the  landlord. 

The  Court  (Boyd,  C,  Meredith.,  C.J.)  held  that  the 
order  should  be  set  asdde. 

Boyd,  C. — Under  the  Overholding  Tenants  Act  two 
things  must  concur  to  justify  the  summary  interference  of 
the  Judge:  (1)  the  tenant  must  wrongfully  refuse  to  go  out 
of  possession,  and  (2)  it  must  appear  to  the  Judsre  that  the 
ease  is  clearly  one  coming  under  the  purview  of  the  Act. 
The  two  adverbs  ("  wrongfully  *'  and  "  clearly '*)  seem  to 
be  used  emphatically,  and  on  a  consideration  of  the  evidence 
and  proceedings  returned,  neither  requirement  ia  adequately 
met  by  the  applicant,  the  landlord.  The  whole  proceeding 
was  nugatory  from  the  outset  for  the  want  of  a  proper  notice 
specifying  the  breach  complained  of,  and  no  such  breach  as 
was  relied  on  has  in  fact  taken  place. 

Meredith,  C.J. — It  is  only  the  proceedings  and  evi- 
dence before  the  Judge  sent  up  pursuant  to  a  writ  of  ccr- 
iiorari  at  which  we  may  look  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
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what  is  to  be  decided  by  the  Court  under  sec.  6  of  the  Over- 
holding  Tenants  Act,  R.  S.  0.  ch.  171.  There  is  nothing 
in  that  evidence  to  shew  that  the  tenant  had  violated  the 
provision  of  the  lease  for  breach  of  which  the  landlord 
claimed  the  right  to  re-enter.  The  chattel  mortgage,  the 
making  of  which  the  landlord  relied  on  as  having  been  a 
breach  of  that  provision,  was  not  made  by  Davis,  but  by  his 
mother,  who  was  a  stranger  to  the  lease,  and  the  good9  em- 
braced in  it  were  her  goods,  and  not  his.  There  was,  there- 
fore, but  one  gale  of  rent  due,  that  which  was  payable  ac- 
corddng  to  the  terms  of  the  lease  on  the  Ist  November,  1901, 
and  that  having  been  satisfied  by  the  distress  which  was 
made,  the  landlord  had  no  right  to  put  an  end  to  the  lease 
and  to  re-enter.  Order  set  aside  with  costs  here  and  below 
to  be  paid  by  the  landlord,  and,  if  necessary,  sherifE  to  be 
ordered  to  restore  the  tenants  to  their  possession. 

J.  E.  Varley,  St.  Catharines,  solicitor  for  tenant. 

M.  J.  McCarron,  St.  Catharines,  solicitor  for  landlord. 


Britton,  J.  May  19th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

McRAE  V.  S.  J.  WILSON  CO. 
Contract— 'Breach— Damages — Time— Essence  of—Waiver. 

Action  for  an  aceount  and  for  damages  for  breach  of 
contract  for  purchase  by  defendants  of  lumber,  tried  with- 
out a  jury  at  Pembroke. 

R.  C.  McNab,  Renfrew,  and  W.  Barclay  Craig,  Renfrew, 
for  plaintiff. 

W.  R.  Riddell,  K.C.,  and  W.  H.  Irving,  for  defendants. 

Britton,  J.,  held  that  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover 
from  defendants  the  loss  by  the  sale  to  Cameron  &  Co. 
Time  was  not  of  the  essence.  There  was  a  waiver  of  any 
time  originally  agreed  on;  the  contract  was  treated  as  sub- 
sisting on  18th  December,  1899,  and  after  that  plaintiff 
sold  without  notice  to  defendants.  He  also  held,  that  upon 
the  account  plaintiff  should  recover  |434,  that  is,  |84:  over 
and  above  the  amount  paid  into  Court  by  defendants.  Judg- 
ment for  plaintiff  for  |84  and  order  for  payment  out  of 
money  in  Court,  with  the  general  costs  of  the  action.  The 
plaintiff  to  get  no  cost^  as  to  his  claim  for  damages,  and  to 
pay  defendants^  costs,  if  any,  specially  incurred  on  that 
branch  of  the  case. 
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May  22nd,  li>02. 

DIVISIONAL  COURT. 

BATZOLD  V.  UPPER. 

Evidence-^tnTohoratiofi'—R.  8.  0.  eh.  IS,  «ec.  10— Action  against 

Administrator. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  the  judgment  of  the  County 
Court  of  Elgin. 

Shirley  Denison,  for  plaintiff. 

W.  A.  Wilson,  St.  Thomas,  for  defendant. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Palconbridge,  C.J., 
Street,  J.,  Brithon,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Street,  J. — ^The  action  oe  brought  by  the  plaintiff, 
Elizabeth  Batzold,  a  widow,  to  recover  from  the  defendant, 
who  is  the  widow  and  administratrix  of  one  Upper,  a  sum 
of  f300  alleged  to  have  been  intrusted  to  Upper  in  his  life- 
time for  investment  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  action  was  tried  before  Hughes,  Co.  J.,  and  a  jury  at 
Si.  Thomas.  The  plaintiff  swore  that  she  had  handed  the 
money  in  question  to  the  deceased  for  investment,  telling 
him  that  it  was  money  which  her  husband  had  directed  her 
tc  lay  asdde  for  the  benefit  of  two  of  her  daughters  for  their 
education.  The  only  corroboration  to  her  evidence  was  the 
statement  of  Violet  Batzold,  one  of  the  two  daughters  in 
question,  who  swore  that  she  had  heard  her  mother  count- 
ing out  |20  bills  to  Upper,  and  had  heard  Upper  say  that 
she  would  get  a  larger  interest  than  if  she  paid  it  into  the 
bank,  and  that  she  could  have  the  money  back  when  she 
wanted  it. 

The  defendant  moved  for  a  nonsuit  on  the  ground  that 
there  was  no  corroboration.  The  learned  Judge  left  the 
following  questions  to  the  jury: 

1.  Did  Mrs.  Batzold  pay  or  hand  over  any  money  to  Mr. 
Upper  ?    The  answer  was,  "  Yes.^^ 

2.  How  much  money,  if  any  ?    Answer,  *'  |300.'' 

3.  Was  it  handed  to  Mr.  Upper  to  invest  for  her  daugh- 
ters, including  Violet  Batzold  ?    Answer,  "  Yes." 

The  4th  question  is  of  no  importance  here.  The  5th 
question  was:  "For  what  purpose  was  the  money  handed  to 
Mr.  Upper,  if  it  was  ioot  for  the  benefit  of  the  daughters? 
Answer,  "  For  no  other  purpose." 

The  Judge,  having  reserved  the  defendant's  motion  for 
a  nonsuit,  considered  that  and  the  plaintiff's  motion  for 
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judgment  on  the  findings  of  the  jury  together,  and  gave 
judgment  dismissing  the  action  with  costs,  upon  the  ground 
that  Vdolet  Batzold  was  an.  interested  party,  and  that  her 
evidence  was,  therefore,  no  corroborataon  of  that  of  the 
plaintifE,  her  mother;  and  further,  upon  the  ground  that 
upon  the  findings  of  the  jury  the  plaintiff  had  no  interest 
in  the  money  after  handing  it  over  to  Upper  to  invest  for 
her  daughters,  who  thereafter  became  entitled  to  it. 

The  defendant  in  her  pleadings  in  this  action  has  merely 
denied  the  receipt  by  the  deceased  of  the  money  claimed  by 
the  plaintiff;  she  has  not  set  up  any  jus  iertiiy  nor  was  any 
suggestion  made  from  beginning  to  end  of  the  trial  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  the  money  if  the  jury 
found  that  she  had  handed  it  to  the  deceased.  The  ques- 
tions fought  out  were:  1st.  Did  the  plaintiff  hand  the  money 
to  the  deceased?  2nd.  If  she  did,  was  the  witness  Violet 
Batzold  interested  in  it  as  a  cestui  que  trust?  The  latter 
question  was  considered  because  of  the  possible  bearing  it 
might  have  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  corroboration  of  the 
plaintiff's  evidence.  The  questions  submitted  to  the  jury  must 
be  read  in  the  light  of  the  evidence  and  the  contentions,  raised 
ai  the  trial.  The  3rd  and  5th  questions  must,  therefore,  be 
construed  as  intended  merely  to  raise  the  question  whether 
the  daughters  were  interested  in  the  money  as  cestuis  que 
trust,  and  the  answers  to  them,  as  affirming  that  they  were, 
for  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  had  intended 
tc  part  with  her  legal  title  to  the  money,  and  the  jury  were 
not  asked  to  consider  that  Question  at  all,  nor  was  it  raised 
cither  upon  the  pleadings  or  otherwise.  We  must  take  it» 
however,  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  jury,  the  plaintiff  was 
a  trustee  of  the  money  for  the  benefit  of  her  two  daughters^ 
of  whom  Violet  Batzold,  the  witness,  was  one,  and  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  plaintiff's  evidence  was  sufficiently  cor- 
roborated as.  required  hy  the  statute  by  the  evidence  of 
Violet  Batzold.  In  point  of  substance,  I  think  there  can 
be  no  doubt  that  the  facts  sworn  to  by  her  were  sufficient 
corroboration.  She  says  she  heard  her  motlier  counting  out 
money  to  Upper,  and  that  Upper  said  "  it  was  all  right,  she 
could  get  it  any  time  she  wanted  it,^'  and  "  that  she  would 
get  a  larger  interest  on  the  money  than  if  she  paid  it  into 
the  bank."  These  statements  were  consistent  only  with 
the  story  told  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  matter,  and  were  entirely 
inconsistent  with  the  suggested  explanation  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  merely  paying  Upper  the  rent  she  owed  him.  The 
jury  were  at  liberty  to  refuse  to  believe  them  if  they  thought 
proper,  but  they  were  properly  charged  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  entitled  to  a  verdict  without  corroboration,  and  they 
have  found  in  her  favour,  so  it  must  be  assumed  that  they 
believed  Violet  Batzold's  story. 
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The  only  question  remaining  to  be  determined,  there- 
fore, is,  whether  Violet  Batzold's  evidence  for  any  reason 
should  be  held  to  be  insufficient  corroboration  of  that  of  the 
plM'ntiflF,  because  of  the  fact  that  she  was  a  cestui  que  trust 
of  the  money  in  question. 

R.  S.  0.  ch.  73,  sec.  10,  applied  to  the  present  case,  means 
that  Mrs.  Batzold  cannot  obtain  a  verdict  on  her  own  evi- 
dence unless  she  has  been  corroborated  by  some  other  ma- 
terial evidence.  The  evidence  of  Violet  Batzold  was,  in 
my  opinion,  material  evidence  corroborating  that  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  there  de  nothing  in  the  Act  which  would  justify 
a  Judge  in  declining  to  submit  it  to  the  jury  as  corrobora- 
tion. Her  interest  in  the  result  might  well  be  considered 
by  the  jury  in  considering  the  weight  to  be  attached  to  it, 
Mt  the  evidence  could  not  be  withdrawn  from  their  con- 
sideration. 

In  my  opinion,  the  appeal  must  be  allowed  with  costs, 
and  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  must  be  set  aside,  and 
a  verdict  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  f 300  with  interest  at 
five  per  cent,  from  13th  August,  1899,  and  costs.    . 

J,  A.  Robinson,  St.  Thomas,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

McCrimmon  &  TViison,  St.  Thomas,  solicitors  for  de- 
fendant. 


May  22nd,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

LLOYD  V.  WALKER. 

AMcssment  and  Taxes — "  Owner  " — Agreement  to  Purchase  froni 
Mortgagee  Pending  Foreclosure — Possession — 'Name  not  on  Roll, 
nor  Person  Assessed — R,  8,  0.  ch.  22/^  sec,  135,  sub-sec,  (IJ, 
cL  3 — Lease — Estoppel, 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  judgment  of  County  Court  of 
York  in  action  brought  to  restrain  defendant,  the  tax  col- 
lector for  the  township  of  Whitchurch,  from  selling,  under 
a  distress  warrant  for  arrears  of  taxes  upon  a  certain  farm 
lot  in  that  township,  a  quantity  of  building  material,  cedar 
posts,  etc.,  found  thereon,  and  admitted,  to  be  the  property 
of  the  plaintiff.  One  Pegg,  the  owner  of  the  farm  lot,  mort- 
gaged it,  in  1895,  to  the  Independent  Order  of  Foresters, 
and  ul  July,  1899,  the  mortgagees  in  possession  made  an 
agreement  to  sell  to  plaintiff,  upon  certain  terms,  as  soon 
a^  they  had  completed  pending  foreclosure  proceedings.  In 
the  meantime,  the  plaintiff  was  to  have  possession,  manage 
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the  property,  etc.,  make  sales  subject  to  approval  of  mort- 
gagees, and  to  render  them  accounts.  Pending  the  fore- 
closure proceedings  the  plaintiff  joined  with  the  mortgagees 
in  making  a  lease  of  a  portion  of  the  lot  to  one  Kerr.  The 
plaintiff  was  not  assessed  for  the  property,  and  the  taxes 
were  not  charged  against  him  by  name  in  the  collector's  roll. 

The  appeal  was  heard  bv  Falconbridge,  C.J.,  Street, 
J.,  Britton,  J. 

S.  B.  Woods,  for  defendant. 
J.  J.  Warren,  for  plaintiff. 

Street,  J. — ^In  my  opinion,  it  is  clear  from  the  prori- 
sions  of  this  agreement  that  the  plaintiff's  rights  as  pur- 
chaser were  not  to  take  effect  in  praesenti,  nor  until  the  fore- 
closure should  be  completed,  and  were  to  be  dependent  upon 
the  happening  of  that  event.  Until  that  time  arrived  he 
was  to- pay  no  part  of  the  purchase  money,  and  was  to  man- 
age the  property  as  the  mortgagees'  servant  during  his  good 
behaviour  only.  No  other  construction  can  be  placed  upon 
the  agreement  consistently  with  the  obvious  intention,  of  the 
parties  that  the  mortgagees  should  proceed  to  foreclose 'their 
mortgage,  preparatory  to  carrying  their,  agreement  into 
effect;  for,  if  the  agreement  had  provided  for  an  immediate 
acquisition  by  the  now  plaintiff  Lloyd  of  the  mortgagees' 
rignts,  they  could  not  have  prosecuted  the  foreclosure  pro- 
ceedings in  their  own  name.  It  is  only  upon  the  construc- 
tion, which  I  think  is  the  proper  one,  upon  the  terms  of  the 
agreement,  that  the  mortgagees  were  to  remain  owners  of 
the  mortgage  until  the  completion  of  the  foreclosure,  and 
weTe  then  to  convey  to  the  plaintiff,  that  the  proceedings 
for  foreclosure  can  be  treated  as  regular:  Scott  v.  Benedict, 
9  C.  L.  T.  Occ.  N.  181. 

As  the  plaintiff  had  no  estate  in  the  land,  and  no  posses- 
sion of  it  save  as  agent  for  the  mortgagees,  and  was  only  to 
become  entitled  to  an  estate  in  it  upon  the  happening  of  an 
uncertain  future  event,  he  cannot,  in  my  judgment,  be  held  to 
be  the  "owner"  of  it,  upon  even  the  most  liberal  construction 
of  that  word,  and  the  action  was,  therefore,  properly  dis- 
missed. 

I  have  not  failed  to  notice  that  the  plaintiff  joined  with 
the  mortgagees,  pending  the  foreclosure  proceedings,  in  a 
lease,  to  one  Kerr,  of  the  premises.  That  circumstance, 
however,  does  not  seem  to  affect  the  question,  when  the 
terms  of  the  lease  are  considered.  The  lease  is  expressly 
made  dependent  upon  the  continuance  of  the  rights  of  tiie 
mortgages,  and.  is   to  terminate  if  the  mortgagor  should 
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Tedeem.  The  plaintiff  in  the  present  action  ifi  properly 
made  a  party  to  it^  because  imder  the  agreement  between 
him  and  the  mortgagees  it  would  be  improper  for  them  to 
enter  into  such  a  lease  without  his  express  authority. 

Falconbridge,  C.J: — ^I  concur. 

Britton,  J.: — I  think  a  mortgagee  in  possession  would 
be  an  "  owner  ^'  whose  goods  would  be  liable  to  seizure  for 
taxes. 

A  person  who  goes  into  possession  under  an  absolute 
agreement  with  the  owner  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  or 
with  the  mortgagee,  to  purchase,  would,  in  my  opinion,  be 
an  "owner''  within  the  meaning,  and  for  the  purposes  of, 
cl.  3  of  sub-sec.  (1)  of  sec.  135  of  the  Assessment  Act,  B.  S. 
O.  ch.  224. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs;  Britton,  J.,  diss. 

J.  J.  Warren,  Toronto,  solicitor  for  plaintiflL 

T.  Herbert  Lennox,  Toronto,  solicitor  for  defendant. 


Boyd,  C.  May  19th,  1902. 

weekly  court. 

Re  C.  P.  R.  CO.  AND  CITY  OF  TORONTO 

Landlord   and    Tenant — Agreement   for   Lease — Covenants — Taxes — 
Local  Improvement   Rate — Re-entry — Repair — Interest — Exemp- 
tion—R.  8,  0.  ch.  224,  9ec.  7,  suh-sec,  7. 

Appeal  by  the  company  from  the  report  of  Mr.  Cart- 
wright,  an  official  referee,  upon  a  reference  to  him  to  settle 
the  terms  of  a  lease  of  lands  by  the  city  corporation  to  the 
company. 

E.  D.  Armour,  K.C.,  and  Angus  MacMurchy,  for  the 
company. 

C.  Bobinson,  K.C.,  and  J.  S.  Fullerton,  K.C.,  for  the  cor- 
poration. 

BoYD,  C. : — As  to  the  covenant  io  pay  taxes,  the  company, 
having  possession  of  the  property  under  lease  from  the  city 
"for  successive  terms  of  50  years  each  during  all  time  to 
come,''  are  for  all  practical  purposes,  and  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Assessment  Act,  the  owners,  and  as  such  liable 
for  taxes  without  recourse  to  the  owner  in  fee.    But,  apart 
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from  this,  while  held  as  property  of  the  city^  this  place  waa 
not  subject  to  taxation,  yet  when  occupied  by  a  tenant  or 
les^e  the  exemption  is  removed  and  the  property  so  circum- 
stanced becomes  taxable:  E.  S.  0.  ch.  224,  eec.  7,  sub-sec.  7. 

The  incidence  of  such  taxation  plainly  falls  upon  the 
tenant  or  lessee,  and  not  upoa  the  city.  It  is  strictly  a 
tenant's  tax,  or  tax  payable  by  the  tenant,  and  not  in  any 
event  payable  by  the  landlord  as  between  him  and  the  tenant. 
Whether  the  leasehold  property  held  by  the  city  in  fee  and 
occupied  by  the  company  as  tenants  is  to  be  considered  aa 
land  exempt  from  taxation,  and  only  the  interest  of  the 
tenant  assessable  in  respect  of  his  beneficial  occupation,  or 
w  hether  it  be  that  the  tax  is  imposed  on  the  land  in  respect 
of  the  occupation  by  the  tenant  of  the  municipality,  either 
way  the  person  to  pay  the  taxes  is  the  tenant^  and  not  the 
landlord.  There  is  no  liability  on  this  landlord  to  pay  in 
respect  of  the  occupation  of  this  tenant,  and  if  this  position 
be  correct^  sec.  26  has  no  application,  for  that  applies  to 
taxes  which  can  legally  be  recovered  from  the  owner  and  no 
other.  These  are  payable  by  the  tenant,  and  cannot  be  de- 
ducted from  the  rent  or  recovered  from  any  other  source  by 
the  tenant,  who  is  alone  liable.  As  to  the  special  agreement 
validated  by  statute,  by  its  very  terms  it  is  not  self-contained 
(so  to  speak).  It  contemplates  and  provides  for  the  executioa 
of  a  lease  to  carry  out  the  contract.  In  itself  it  is  silent  on. 
the  matter  of  taxes,  and  to  insert  a  proviso  or  covenant  for 
tlie  payment  of  taxes  by  the  occupant  or  tenant  of  the  city 
property  is  not  repugnant  to  anything  contained  or  expresed 
or  even  implied  in  that  validated  agreement. 

Appeal  dismissed  upon  the  ground  relating  to  covenant  to 
pay  taxes  inserted  in  lease  in  question,  but  covenant  should 
be  inserted  as  to  all  works  agreed  to  be  performed  and  pro- 
vided by  the  city  in  the  validated  agreement;  in  respect  of 
this  no  local  improvement  rate  should  be  levied  upon  the 
pioperty.  Appeal  allowed  as  to  the  insertion  of  a  covenant 
tc  repair  in  the  lease  in  question,  and  it  should  be  struck 
out.  The  covenant  as  to  re-entry  should  be  limited  to  noa- 
payment  of  rent,  and  report  varied  accordingly.  Appeal  as 
to  interest  on  gales  of  rent  in  arrear  allowed,  and  report 
varied  accordingly.  In  other  respects  appeal  dismissed. 
Costs  of  appeal  to  be  taxed  and  paid  to  the  city  corporation, 
less  one-fifth  to  be  deducted  as  representing  the  points  on 
which  the  company  succeeded. 

MacMurchy,  Denison,  &  Henderson,  Toronto,  solicitors 
for  the  company. 

T.  Caswell,  Toronto,  solicitor  for  the  corporation. 
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WEEKLY  COURT. 

CLARRY  V.  BRODIE. 

Injunction— Undertaking  to  Speed  Trial—Breach  of. 

Motion  by  defendants  to  dissolve  an  injunction  for  alleged 
breach  of  undertaking  to  speed  the  trial. 

S.  C.  Smoke,  for  defendants. 

H.  S.  Osier,  for  plaintiff. 

Robertson,  J.: — I  think  the  plaintiff  has  not  quite  satis- 
factorily accounted  for  the  delay,  as  the  case  was  due  to  be 
entered  for  trial  immediately  after  the  17th  February;  and 
if  it  had  been  reached  in  3  weeks  thereafter  would  be  due  to 
be  entered  on  the  peremptory  list.  But  defendant  could 
have  so  entered  it,  as  well  as  plaintiff;  and  when  called,  if 
plaintiff  was  not  then  ready,  the  trial  would  be  put  off  on 
cause  being  shewn  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  trial  Judge.  So 
that  I  think,  on  the  whole,  there  is  no  case  made  out,  on  the 
grounds  alleged,  to  warrant  me  in  dissolving  the  injunction; 
and  I  am  obliged  to  dismiss  the  motion,  but,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, only  with  costs  in  the  cause  to  the  successful 
party. 


May  19th,  1902. 

DIVISIONAL  court. 

RE  CARTWRIGHT  SCHOOL  TRUSTEES  AND  TOWN- 
SHIP OF  CARTWRIGHT. 

^uhlie  School — School  Site — Change  of — Meeting  of  Ratepayers — 
Invalid  Arbitration  and  Award— Mandamus — 69  Viet.  ch.  70, 
sec.  31f  sub-sec.  3  (0.) 

Appeal  by  the  trustees  from  an  order  of  Falconbridge, 
C.J.,  dismissing  their  motion  for  a  mandamus  to  the  town- 
ship corporation  requiring  them  to  pass  a  by-law  for  the  issue 
of  debentures  for  |1,000  for  the  purpose  of  the  purchase  of 
a  scliool  site  and  the  erection  of  a  school  house  thereon,  and 
to  issne  the  debentures  as  they  should  be  required  by  the 
appellants.  All  steps  necessary  to  entitle  the  appellants 
to  require  the  by-law  to  be  passed  and  the  debentures  to  be 
issued  were  regularly  and  properly  taken,  unless  the  pro- 
ceedings to  change  the  school  site  were  adopted  in  contraven- 
tfon  of  the  provisions  of  sec.  31,  sub-sec.  3,  of  the  Public 
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Schoole  Act,  69  Vict.  ch.  70,  because  of  an  award  made  on 
24th  February,  1899,  detenninmg  that  no  change  should  be 
made  in  the  site,  which,  if  a  valid  award,  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  sub-section,  was  to  be  binding  for  at  least 
five  years  after  its  date. 

W.  B.  Riddell,  K.C.,  for  appellants.  This  award  is  in- 
valid. It  is  void  because,  according  to  see.  31,  sub- 
sec.  2,  it  is  only  after  the  trustees  have  decided 
upon  a  change  of  site,  and  thereafter  at  the  meeting  of  the 
ratepayers  of  the  section  called  pursuant  to  sub-sec.  1,  a 
difference  is  found  to  exist  between  a  majority  of  the  rate- 
payers present  at  the  meeting  and  the  trustees  as  to  the 
suitability  of  the  site  selected  by  the  trustees,  that  an  arbi- 
tration is  to  take  place,  and  because  the  trustees  did  not, 
before  the  special  meeting  of  the  ratepayers  in  1899,  make 
any  selection  of  a  site.  It  also  appears  that  the  majority  of 
the  ratepayers  voted  in  favour  of  a  change  of  site,,  and  that 
the  question  was  submitted  to  and  dealt  with  by  the  rate- 
payers without  any  selection  of  site  having  been  first  made 
by  the  trustees. 

H.  F.  Hunter,  Bowmanville,  for  respondents. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C.  J.,  Mac- 
Mahon,  J.,  LouNT,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Meredith,  C.J.: — After  the  best  consideration  I  have 
been  able  to  give  to  the  matter,  and  reading  the  section  in 
the  light  of  the  history  and  course  of  the  legislation  on  the 
subject  with  which  it  deals,  it  appears  to  me  that  "the 
selection  of  a  site  for  a  new  school  house ''  means  a  selection 
of  a  site  for  a  school  house  in  a  newly  established  school 
section,  and  probably  also  the  selection  of  a  site  for  an  ad- 
ditional school  house,  if  that  is  thought  to  be  necessary  to 
be  provided.  The  mode  of  doing  this  which  is  prescribed  is, 
first,  the  selection  of  the  school  site  by  the  trustees, 
then,  the  calling  x>f  a  special  meeting  of  the  ratepayers  of 
the  section  t&  consider  the  site  selected,  when,  if  the  majority 
of  the  ratepayers  present  at  the  meeting  approve  of  the 
selection  made,  the  site  is  adopted,  but,  if  a  majority  of  the 
ratepayers  differ  from  the  trustees  as  to  the  suitability  of  the 
site  selected,  an  arbitration  takes  place,  and  the  arbitrators 
are  authorized  to  make  and  publish  an  award  upon  the  matter 
submitted  to  them;  and  that  the  other  case  provided  for, 
"  the  change  of  site  for  an  existing  school  house,'*  is  where 
a  site  has  once  been  chosen  and  a  school  house  has  been 
provided,  but  it  is  thought  by  the  trustees  to  be  desirable 
that  that  site  should  be  abandoned  and  a  new  site  chosen 
on  which  the  school  house  of  the  section  is  to  stand,  and  that 
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in  that  case  th<5  trustees  are  empowered  to  agree  upon  a 
change  of  site,  but  it  cannot  be  made  without  the  consent 
of  a  majority  of  the  ratepayers  present  at  a  special  meeting 
called  for  the  purpose  of  considering  the  site  selected  by  the 
trustees,  unless  where  the  majority  of  the  ratepayers  present 
at  the  meeting  differ  from  the  trustees  as  to  the  suitability 
of  the  site  selected  by  the  trustees,  the  result  of  the  arbitra- 
tion provided  for  is  an  award  in  favour  of  the  decision  come 
to  by  the  trustees. 

If  this  be  so,  a  determination  of  the  trustees  not  to  change 
the  site,  but  to  erect  a  new  school  house  on  the  existing 
site,  is  not  within  the  section. 

It  was  at  one  time  expressly  provided  that,  if  the  rate- 
payers did  not  assent  to  a  change  of  site  proposed  by  the 
trustees,  the  change  could  not  be  made,  but  the  more  recent 
legislation  modified  this  provision  so  that  the  change  may 
be  made  though  the  majority  of  the  ratepayers  are  opposed 
to  it,  if  the  result  of  the  arbitration  is  a  determination  in 
favour  of  the  vie#  of  the  trustees. 

In  every  one  of  the  forms  in  which  the  subject  of  the 
selection  of  a  site  for  a  new  school  house  or  the  change  of 
site  is  dealt  with,  provision  is  made  for  a  decision  being  first 
come  to  by  the  trustees,  and  I  find  nowhere  in  any  legis- 
lation on  the  subject,  including  the  section  (59  Vict.  ch.  70, 
sec.  31)  imder  consideration,  any  ground  for  the  view  that 
the  ratepayers  may  initiate  proceedings  for  either  purpose. 
Their  intervention  is  to  take  place  after,  and  only  after, 
the  trustees  have  come  to  a  decision,  and,  subject  to  the 
provision  as  to  the  effect  of  the  award  of  the  arbitrators, 
ii'  is  to  control  the  action  which  the  trustees  have  determined 
upon  and  to  prevent  effect  being  given  to  the  decision  of  the 
trustees  if  it  is  opposed  to  their  (i.e.,  the  ratepayers*)  view  as 
to  what  ought  to  be  done. 

This  distinction  is  not  one  of  mere  form,  but  of  substance, 
and  the  provision  as  to  the  meeting  of  the  ratepayers  is,  in 
effect>  the  application  of  the  principle  of  the  referendum, 
with  a  provision  for  arbitration  if  the  vote  of  the  ratepayers 
is  in  the  negative  on  the  proposition  submitted  to  their  vote. 

I  am  of  opinion,  for  the  reasons  I  have  given,  that  the 
position  taken  by  the  appellants  that  the  arbitration  and 
award  set  up  by  the  respondents  were  unauthorized  and 
nugatory,  is  weir  taken. 

The  learned  Chief  Justice  was  of  the  opinion  that,  the 
award  being  on  the  face  of  it  a  valid  award,  it  was  not  proper 
to  determine  the  questions  raised  as  to  it  on  the  motion 
of  the  appellants  for  a  mandamus. 
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I  am,  with  resDCct,  unable  to  agree  with  that  view.  I  do 
not  Bee  in  what  way  the  validity  of  the  award  is  to  be  deter- 
mined unless  it  be  on  the  application  for  the  mandamus. 
The  award  having  been  made,  as  I  think,  without  juris- 
diction, it  is  not  necessary  that  it  should  be  set  aside;  it  was 
mere  waste  paper,  and  the  only  objection  taken,  or  that  could 
be  taken,  to  the  application  made  by  the  appellants  to  the 
respondents  to  pass,  the  by-law,  therefore,  falls  to  the  ground. 

I  would  allow  the  appeal,  discharge  the  order  of  the 
learned  Chief  Justice,  and  substitute  for  it  an  order  for  the 
issue  of  the  mandamus  as  asked,  with  costs. 

Simpson  &  Blair,  Bowmanville,  solicitors  for  the  appli- 
cants. 

H.  F.  Hunter,  Bowmanville,  solicitor  for  the  respondents. 
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TRIAL. 

TOWN  V.  ARCHER. 

Medical  Practitioner — Malpractice — Limitation  of  Actions — Onus  of 
Proof  of  Want  of  Care — Carelessness  of  Patient, 

Action  by  plaintiff  against  the  defendants,  who  are 
physicians  and  surgeons  in  the  village  of  Port  Perry.  In 
May,  1899,  the  plaintiff  fell  and  sustained  injuries  in  her 
left  ankle  and  foot,  and  she  alleges  that  the  defendants  neg- 
ligently, improperly,  and  unskillfully  treated  her,  and  her 
foot  has  become  distorted  and  twisted,  and  she  has  been 
rendered  permanently  lame.  The  plaintiff  is  60  years  of 
age.     The  writ  was  issued  on  the  1st  December,  1900. 

X.  F.  Paterson,  K.C.,  and  S.  S.  Sharpe,  Uxbridge,  for 
plaintiff. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  J.  H.  Moss,  and  W.  H.  Harris, 
Port  Perry,  for  defendants. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — The  action  fails  under  R.  S.  0. 
ch.  176,  sec.  41,  not  having  been  brought  within  a  year  from 
the  termination    of    the  defendants'    services.     It  is  clear 
that  when  the  plaintiff  called  at  the  offices  of  the  defendants 
on  the  2l8t  December,  1899,  and  on  the  11th  January,  1900, 
she  did  not  go  in  the  continued  relation  of  patient,  but  as 
a  person  who  had  a  grievance  and  was  dealing  with  the  de- 
fendants more  or  less  at  arms'  length.     She  had  called  in 
another  doctor  to  look  at  her  foot  on  the  13th  December, 
1899,  and  had  consulted  a  solicitor  during  the  same  month, 
and  her  conduct  was  tantamount  to  a  dismissal  of  the  defen- 
dants.   On  the  merits,  in  an  action  of  this  kind,  the  onus 
of  proof  is  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  that  there  was  a  want 
of  due  care,  skill,  and  diligence  on  the  part  of  the  defen- 
fl«nts.  and  that  the  injury  was  the  result  of  such  want  of  care, 
etc.    The  general  rule  is  summed  up  by  Erie,  C.J.,  in  Rich 
V.  Pierpont,  3   F.  &  F.  at   p.  40.      See  also  Lamphier  v. 
Phipos,  8  C.  &  P.,  per  Tindal,  C.J.,  at  p.  479.    The  dis- 
location of  the  astragalus  sustained  by  plaintiff  is  admittedly 
infrequent,  diflScult  of  diagnosis,  especially  where  there  is 
a  swelling  of  the  parts,  and  one  in  which  perfect  restoration 
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IS  not,  at  the  plaintiff's  time  of  life,  to  be  expected.  Tech- 
nically speaking  the  breaking  or  carrying  away  of  portions 
of  the  periosteum  constitutes  a  fracture,  and  on  the  evi- 
dence such  a  fracture  cannot  be  expected  to  be  disclosed 
after  a  lapse  of  two  years  by  the  aid  of  the  X-ray.  The 
sciograph  is  not  a  photograph;  it  is  a  shadow,  and  at  pre- 
sent is  not  an  infallible  gume  in  fractures;  to  this  extent  at 
least,  that  it  will  not  always  disclose  the  line  of  fracture; 
and  the  possibility  is  that  the  bony  covering  being  re-united 
might  not  shew  at  all.  Assuming  tlie  diagnosis  to  have 
been  correct,  the  preponderance  of  evidence  shews  that  the 
treatment  adopted  was  in  accordance  with  good  surgen'. 
If  it  came  down  to  a  question  between  negligence  or  mal- 
practice on  the  part  of  the  defendants  on  the  one  hand, 
and  the  extreme  improbability,  even  under  favourable  con- 
ditions, of  perfect  or  even  approximate  restoration  of  tlie 
patient,  the  doctors  in  charge  ought  to  have  the  benefit  of 
tlie  doubt.  But  there  it^  abundant  evidence  to  shew  that  the 
present  unfortunate  condition  of  the  plaintiff  is  due  to  her 
own  conduct  in  relaxing  the  bandages.  Action  dismissed 
with  costs. 

Paterson  &  Sharpe,  Uxbridge,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

W.  H.  Harris,  Port  Perry,  solicitor  for  defendants. 


Falconbridge,  C.J.  May  28th,  1902, 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

RE  COVENANT  MUTUAL  IJFE  ASSOCIATION 

.  OF  ILLINOIS. 

Life     Insurance — Insolvent     Foreign     Company — Deposit — Surplus 
after  Payment  of  Canadian  Claims — Interest  on  Claims. 

A})j)tal  by  creditors,  certain  ])olicyholders,  from  certi- 
ficate of  Neil  ^IcLean,  an  official  referee,  in  a  winding'-up 
proceeding.  The  company  was  admittedly  insolvent  when 
the  winding-up  order  in  Canada  was  made  on  25th  May, 
1900,  but  the  company  went  into  liquidation  in  the  United 
States  in  December,  1899.  The  deposit  (required  by  the 
Insurance  Act  and  amendments)  is  sufficient  to  cover  the 
appellants'  claims,  and  there  remains  a  balance  of  |1,900. 
The  certificate  disallows  interest  upon  the  claims. 

C.  A.  Masten,  for  appellants.  The  referee  was  in  the 
position  of  a  jury  and  could  have  allowed  interest:  MeCul- 
lough  V.  Newlove,  27  0.  R.  630;  Attornev-General  v.  yEtna 
Ins.  Co.,  13  r.  R.  459  :  and  interest  is  clearly  allowable  : 
sees.  113  an(i  115  Judicature  Act.  The  rulo'foUowed  by 
the  referee  ^^^  i  interest  is  not  recoverable  because  of  in- 
foivency  flo-s  not  apply,  because  here  there  is  a»  surplus:  Se 
Hunter  Iron  "Works,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  643;  Woodcock^s  Case, 
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16  Sol.  J.  517;  Ee  Commercial  Bank  of  Manitoba,  10  Man- 
L  R.  187.  Xo  technical  effect  should  be  pven  to  the  mere 
fact  of  there  being  a  winding-up  order.  R.  S.  C.  ch.  12-i 
defines  terms  upon  which  deposits  are  to  be  made  and  their 
application,  and  deposits  are  segregated  from  the  general 
assets  of  a  company  and  set  apart  for  the  purposes  defined 
in  sec.  107  of  R.  S.  C.  ch.  129. 

W.  B.  Raymond,  for  foreign  liquidator.  The  company 
IS  insolvent.  The  winding-up  order  of  May,  1900,  so  ex- 
pnssjy  declares,  and  it  has  not  been  appealed  from.  The 
ordinary  rules  do  not  govern  this  case,  but  those  *do  which 
apply  to  hquidation  of  companies:  Ex  p.  Fumeaux,  2  Cox 
tq.  Cas.  219;  Re  Intercolonial  Contract  Co.,  L.  R.  13  Eq. 
623;  Rawlins  &  MacNaght^n's  Company  Law,  p.  379.  The 
deposit  is  an  asset  of  the  insolvent  company,  sent  from  its 
head  office  in  Galesburg,  Illinois,  and  the  American  policy- 
holders will  not  be  paid  in  full. 

J.  McBride,  for  Canadian  liquidator. 

Falcoxbridge,  C.J.— This  is  a  case  in  which  a  jury 
could  and  should  have  allowed  interest  at  the  legal  rate. 
The  rule  as  to  interest  in  insolvency  cases  does  not  apply 
here,  the  question  being  simply  one  as  to  the  application  of 
the  deposit  under  the  terms  of  sec.  107.  The  company, 
Ijeing  able  to  pay  in  full,  should  do  so.  Appeal  allowed. 
Costs  of  all  parties  out  of  fund. 

May  29th,  1903. 
divisional  court. 

SHERLOCK  V.  WALLACE. 
Tiefd^Absolutc  in  Form,  hut  Intended  as  Collateral  Security— Re- 
demption—Waiver— Counsel  at  Trial— Mistake 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  Ferguson,  J., 
ante  p.  54. 

T.  W.  Crothers,  St.  Thomas,  for  plaintiff. 

J-  M.  McEvoy,  London,  and  W.  A.  Wilson,  St.  Thomas, 
for  defendants. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Falconbridge,  C.J., 
Street,  J.,  Britton,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Street,  J.,  who  said  that,  upon  the  findings  below,  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  redeem  upon  payment  of  what  was 
due  upon  the  security,  and  that  there  must  have  been  a  mis- 
imderstanding  as  to  the  concession  of  counsel  that,  if  the 
Judge  thought  that  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  profits,  the  ac- 
tion should  be  dismissed.  The  evidence  shews  that  the  coun- 
"'el  meant  that  the  question  of  profits  was  the  question  to  be 
determined  at  the  trial,  and  not  that  he  meant  to  waive  the 
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plaintiff's  right  to  redeem.  Judgment  directed  to  be  entered 
for  plaintiff  for  redemption,  with  a  declaration  that  plaintiff 
is  not  entitled  to  credit  for  profits  upon  the  stock  transac- 
tions. No  costs  to  either  party  up  to  hearing.  Costs  of 
appeal  to  plaintiff,  to  be  «et  off.  Further  directions  and 
sisbsequent  costs  reser>'ed. 


May  29th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

REX  V.  BICE. 

Criminal    Lave — Murder — Conspiracy — Charge     to    Jury — Verdicts- 
Criminal  Code,  sees   31  (2),  227  (d),  228  (a),  (JJ. 

Case  reserved  by  Falconbridge,  C.J.,  at  the  Toronto 
Autumn  Assizes,  1901.     The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  the 
murder  of  William  Boyd  on  the  4th  June,  1901.     There 
was  only  one  count  in  the  indictment.     The  evidence  shewed 
that  the  prisoner,  Fred  Lee  Bice,  and  two  other  men,  But- 
ledge  and  Jones,  were  on  the  day  in  question  being  driven 
in  Qi  cab  through  the  streets  of  the  city  of  Toronto,  all  three 
handcuffed  together  (they  being  at  the  time  under  trial  for 
burglary),  with   Boyd  and   another  ipan,    both    constables, 
sitting  opposite  to  them  in  the  cab,  when,  at  the  comer  of 
Gerrard  and  Sumach  streets,  a  parcel  containing  two  revol- 
vers was  thrown  into  the  cab.     The  weapons  were  seized 
by  Bice  and  Butledge,  and  Boyd  was  shot  dead.     The  trial 
Judge  in  his  charge  divided  the  case  into  two  branches, 
first,  whether  Biceps  hand  fired  the  shot  which  killed  Boyd, 
and  second,  if  not,  whether  Bice  was  guilty  of  murder,  under 
the  circumstances,  if  the  hand  of  one  of    the   other  men 
fired  the  shot.     The  Judge  told  the  jury  that  up  to  the 
time  the  weapons  were  thrown  into  the  cab,  there  was  no 
evidence  of  a  conspiracy  or  collusion,  but  that  after  that  there 
might  have  been  a  common  resolve. to  escape  from  lawful 
custody,  and,  if  there  was  such  common  resolve  or  desi^, 
that  Bice  might  be  found  ^ilty  of  murder.     The  jury  dis- 
agreed as  to  the  first  branch  of  the  case,  and  found  the 
prisoner  guilty  on  the  second  branch.     Three  questions  were 
reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court:  (1)  Was  there 
any  sufficient  evidence   to  warrant  the  verdict?    (2)  Was 
the  Judge's  direction  to  the  jury  on  the  question  of  eon- 
sriracy  or  common  design  correct  ?     (3)  Was  the  findins:  of 
the  jun*  a  proper  one,  or  was  there  a  mistrial. 

T.  C.  Bobinette,  for  prisoner. 

J.  B.  Cart^^Tight,  K.C.,  and  Frank  Ford,  for  Crown. 

Armour,  C.J.O.— I  am  of  the  opinion  that  there  was 
sufficient  evidence  to  warrant  the  verdict  as  found  by  the 
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jury,  that  the  direction  of  the  learned  Chief  Justice  to  the 
jury  oa  the  question  of  conspiracy  or  common  design  was 
not  one  of  which  the  prisoner  could  complain^  that  the  ver- 
dict of  the  jury  was  a  proper  one^  and  that  there  was  no 
mistrial. 

The  law  is  that  "  if  several  persons  form  a  common  in- 
tention to  prosecute  any  luilawf  ul  purpose^  and  to  assist  each 
other  therein,  each  of  them  is  a  party  to  every  offence  com- 
mitted by  any  one  of  them  in  the  prosecution  of  such  com- 
mon purpose,  the  commission  of  which  offence  was  or  ought 
to  have  been  known  to  be  a  probable  consequence  of  the 
prosecution  of  such  common  purpose:"  Criminal  Code,  sec. 
61  (2). 

And  culpable  homicide  is  murder  in  the  following  case: 
^'  If  the  offender,  for  any  unlawful  object,  does  an  act  which 
he  knows  or  ought  to  have  known  to  be  likely  to  cause  death, 
and  thereby  kills  any  person,  though  he  may  have  desir3d 
that  his  object  should  be  effected  without  hurting  any  one :" 
Criminal  Code,  sec.  227  (d).  ; 

Culpable  homicide  is  aiso  murder  in  the  following  case, 
whether  the  offender  means  or  not  death  to  ensue,  or  knows 
or  not  that  death  is  likely  to  ensue:  If  he  means  to  inflict 
grievous  bodily  injury  for  tiie  purpose  of  facilitating  his 
escape  from  lawful  custody,  and  death  ensues  from  such 
injury:    Criminal  Code,  sec.  228  (a),  and  sub-sec.  2. 

The  evidence  shewed  that  immediately  upon  the  parcel 
containing  the  revolvers  being  thrown  into  the  cab,  the 
prisoner  and  Butledge,  at  all  events,  and  perhaps  Jones, 
armed  themselves  with  these  revolvers  and  formed  the  com- 
mon intention  of,  by  the  use  thereof,  prosecuting  the  unlaw- 
ful purpose  of  escaping  from  lawful  custody  and  of  assisting 
each  other  therein,  and  that  the  shooting  by  one  of  them 
of  Boyd  was  an  offence  committed  by  one  of  them  in  the 
prosecution  of  such  conmion  purpose,  and  that  the  com- 
mission thereof  was  or  ought  to  have  been  known  to  be 
a  probable  consequence  of  the  prosecution  of  such  conmion 
purpose;  each  of  them  was  therrfore  a  party  to  such  offence, 
and  the  offence,  being  murder  in  the  actual  perpetrator 
thereof,  was  murder  in  the  prisoner,  even  if  he  were  not 
the  actual  perpetrator  thereof,  and  he  was  properly  found 
guiltv  by  the  jury  of  the  offence,  the  evidence,  in  my  opin- 
ion, fully  warranting  their  verdict. 

There  was  nothing,  in  my  opinion,  in  the  charge  of  the 
learned  Chief  Justice,  nor  in  his  subsequent  instructions 
to  the  jury,  both  of  which  must  be  read  together,  of  which 
the  prisoner  could  properly  complain. 

The  jury  in  coming  into  Court  and  their  foreman  saying, 
**  On  the  first  count  we  disagree,"  and  on  being  asked  by 
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the  clerk,  "  How  do  yon  find  on  the  second  count  r^  sayings 
"  On  the  second  count  we  find  the  prisoner  guilty/'  were 
obviously  referring  to  the  two  propositions  or  branches  of 
the  case  submitted  to  them  by  the  learned  Chief  Justice. 

Their  verdict  must,  however,  be  taken  to  be  the  verdict 
recorded  by  the  learned  Chief  Justice  on  the  back  of  the 
indictment,  and  acknowledged  by  the  jury  to  be  their  ver- 
dict in  these  words:  "The  jury  find  the  prisoner  guilty. 
They  are  unable  to  agree  as  to  whether  the  prisoner  fired 
the  shot  which  killed  William  Boyd." 

The  finding  of  the  jury  was,  therefore,  a  proper  one, 
and  there  was  no  mistrial. 

The  conviction  will  therefore  be  affirmed. 

OSLER,  J.A.,  delivered  a  written  opinion  concurring. 
Maclennan,  Moss,  Garrow,  JJ.A.,  verbally  concurred. 


May  21st,  1902. 
C.  A. 

FB.AJS'KEL  v.  G-  T.  E.  CO. 

Appeal  to  Supreme  Court  of  Canada — Leave. 

Motion,  ex  cautela,  by  defendants  for  leave  to  appeal  to 
Ine  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  from  the  judgment  of  this 
Court,  ante  p.  254. 

H.  E.  Bose,  for  defendants. 

G.  F.  Sh^ley,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

The  Court  COsLER,  Maclennan,  Garrow,  JJ.A.)  was  of 
opinion  that  both  on  claim  and  counterclaim  the  defendant* 
had  the  right  to  appeal  T^ithout  leave;  but  that,  if  leave 
were  necessary,  it  was  not  a  case  in  which  it  would  be 
granted.  Motion  dismissed  with  costs,  without  prejudice, 
so  far  as  this  Court  can  say  so,  to  the  defendants*  right 
to  apply  direct  to  the  Supreme  Court  for  the  leave  desired. 

Decision  of  Maclennan,  J.A.,  in  Chambers,  ante  p. 
339,  approved. 

May  30th,  1902. 

« 

DIVISIONAL  COURT. 

EE  CAMPBELL  AXD  HORWOOD. 
Will— Constnuiion— Power  to   SeU—Executors— Trust. 

Appeal  by  vendor  from  order  of  Lount,  J.,  ante  p.  139. 
M.  J.  Gorman,  Ottawa,  for  vendor.    . 
F.  C.  Cooke,  for  pu^cha^ser. 


3P7 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Falconbridge,  C.J., 
Street,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Street,  J. — I  think  the  effect  of  the  \rill  of  Colin  Camp- 
bell, of  Weymouth,'  dated  28th  December,  1875,  was  to  vest 
all  the  testator's  real  estate  except  tjie  dwelling-house  in  his 
six  daughters  in  fee,  subjefct  to  a  power  of  sale  in  the  ex- 
ecutors, and  subject  also  to  a  restraint  on  alienation  by  them 
of  their  shares  during  their  lives,  as  to  the  effect  of  which 
it  seems  unnecessary  to  inquire.  Colin  Campbell,  of  Ot- 
tawa, son  of  the  testator,  appears  to  have  made  certain 
claims  against  his  father's  estate,  which  were  finally  com- 
promised, with  the  consent  of  the  sioc  daughters,  by  the 
p-ayment  to  him  of  |2,000  in  cash,  and  by  an.  agreement  to 
convey  the  lot  in  question  to  a  trustee  for  his  children. 
Before  this  convevance  was  made,  he  also  died,  and  bv  his 
will  he  recited  that  he  had  held  the  land  in  question  as  trus- 
tee for  his  children  since  1882  or  1883,  by  virtue  of  a  quit 
claim  deed  from  his  father's  estate;  and  he  directed  that 
his  widow  should  hold  the  lot  as  trustee  for  his  children;  and 
that  it  should  be  sold  to  the  best  advantage  on  his  youngest 
child  coming  of  age,  and  the  proceeds  equally  divided 
amongst  his  children. 

Colin  Campbell,  of  Ottawa,  died  in  October,  1896,  and 
en  9th  April,  1900,  the  executor  of  Colin  Campbell,  of  Wey- 
mouth, in  pursuance  of  the  'agreement  of  compromise  above 
mentioned,  conveyed  the  land  in  question  to  the  pro^^ent 
vendor,  the  widow  of  Colin  Campbell,  of  Ottawa,  her  heir:? 
and  assigns,  in  trust  for  the  children  of  Colin  Campbell,  of 
Ottawa,  in  equal  shares. 

In  my  opinion,  this  conveyance  passed  the  estate  in  the 
land  to  the  present  vendor  as  trustee  for  the  children  of 
Colin  Campbell,  of  Ottawa.  The  executor  of  Colin  Camp- 
bell, of  Weymouth,  had  a  power  of  sale  under  the  will,  and 
the  agreement  with  Colin  Campbell,  of  Ottawa.,  for  the  con- 
veyance to  the  nominee  of  the  latter,  as  part  of  a  compro- 
mise of  the  large  claim  made  by  him  against  his  father's 
estate,  was  a  proper  exercise  of  the  power  of  sale,  and  was 
confirmed  as  such  by  the  persons  entitled  to  the  land  sub- 
ject to  the  power.  But  from  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
the  agreement  Colin  Campbell,  of  Ottawa,  ceased  to  have 
any  beneficial  interest  in  or  power  over  the  land;  it  was 
vested  from  that  time  in  the  executor  of  Colin  Campbell, 
of  Wevmouth,  as  trustee  for  the  children  of  Colin  Camp- 
bell, of  Ottawa;  and  therefore  the  clause  in  the  will  of  the 
latter  in  which  he  purports  to  make  his  widow  trustee  of  it 
for  his  children  and  to  give  her  a  power  of  sale  of  it  were 
of  no  effect,  excepting  merely  that  of  nominating  the  trustee 
who  was  to  take  the  title  in  trust  for  his  children. 
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The  effect  of  the  conveyance  to  the  vendor,  Mrs.  Camp- 
bell, on  9th  April,  1900,  from  the  executor  of  Colin  Camp- 
bell, of  Weymouth,  was,  therefore,  to  vest  in  her  the  estate 
which  had  been  vested  in  that  testator;  but  to  vest  it  in 
her  as  a  bare  trustee  for  the  children  of  Colin  Campbell, 
of  Ottawa,  witiiout  any  power  to  sell  it.  Having  no  power 
to  sell  it,  she  cannot  make  title  to  it  to  the  purchaser,  and 
the  appeal  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

M.  J.  Gorman,  Ottawa,  solicitor  for  vendor. 

D.  H.  Maclean,  Ottawa,  solicitor  for  purchaser. 

OsLER,  J.A.  May  29th,  1902. 

C.A. — CHAMBERS. 

BROWN  V.  McGregor. 

Appeal— Extension  of  Time—Lachc»—Securit}f. 

Motion  by  the  plaintiff  to  extend  time  for  setting  down 
ajpeal. 

J.  11.  Moss,  for  plaintiff. 

D.  L.  McCarthy,  for  defendant. 

OsLER,  J.A. — The  course  of  the  case  has  been  as  fol- 
lows : — 

Trial — the  second  trial — before  Falconbridge,  C.J., 
Kith  September,  1901,  and  judgment  by  him  2'rth  Decem- 
ber, 1901,  dismissing  the  action. 

Notice  of  appeal  6th  February,  1902.  Reasons  of  ap- 
peal 10th  February,  1902.  Time  for  delivery  of  reasons 
contra,  extended  on  12th  ^February,  1902,  at  request  of 
the  respondent.  Draft  appeal  case  sent  by  appellant  to 
respondent  25th  February,  1902,  but  without  the  evidence 
taken  at  the  second  trial,  which  appellant  had  up  to  this 
time  been  unable  to  obtain  from  the  stenographer.  10th 
March,  1902,  draft  case  returned  by  respondent's  solicitor, 
with  reasons  against  appeal,  but  objecting  to  insertion  in 
the  case  of  any  part  of  the  examination  for  discovery,  except 
what  had  been  read  at  the  trial. 

The  appellant  would  not  accede  to  this  perfectly  proper 
objection,  and  the  result  was  a  motion  before  the  trial  Judge 
to  settle  the  case.  This  was  disposed  of  adversely  to  the 
appellant  on  the  26th  March,  1902.  No  further  step  was 
taken  by  him  until  the  5th  April,  when  new  reasons  of  ap- 
peal were  served,  omitting  those  which  had  been  rested  on 
the  deleted  parts  of  the  examination  for  discovery. 

On  the  23rd  or  24th  April  the  appellant  obtained  copy 
of  the  evidence,  and  then  rested  until  the  5th  May,  when 
amended  draft  appeal  case  was  sent  to  the  respondent's 
solicitor,  which  he  returned  with  the  objection  that  the 
Appellant  was  out  of  time  and  in  default,  for    not  having 
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set  down  the  case  for  hearing  for  the  session  of  the  Court 
which  began  on  the  14th  April. 

Judgment  has  been  signed  and  costs  of  defence  taxed  at 
nearly  f  700,  and  an  affidavit  is  filed  shewing  that  the  appel- 
lant has  recently  been  placing  incumbrances  on  his  pro- 
pert}'  and  has  disposed  of  the  equity  of  redemption. 

If  the  case  had  been  set  down,  as  it  might  have  been 
under  Rule  812  (2),  for  the  April  session,  it  could  have 
been  and  probably  would  have  been  heard  thereat,  as  the 
evidence  was  obtained  on  the  23rd  or  24th  April;  or  the 
appellant  might  have  moved  for  a  fiat  to  set  down  not- 
withstanding the  absence  of  the  evidence,  and  the  Court 
might  have  imposed  terms.  The  delay  has  been  v^ry  great, 
and  I  find  nothing  which  I  can  lay  hold  of  as  an  excuse, 
beyond  this,  that  it  has  no  doubt  been  the  intention  of 
the  appellant  in  good  faith  to  prosecute  this  appeal,  and 
his  solicitor  was  probably  not  familiar  with  the  Rule  I 
have  referred  to.  It  does  seem  not  to  be  very  generally 
known,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  the  general  practice  has 
been  to  move  for  a  fiat  to  set  down  the  appeal  notwithstand- 
ing the  absence  of  the  evidence.  This  precaution  was  not 
observed.  The  respondent  has  reason  to  complain  of  the 
delay  which  now  throws  him  over  until  September,  if  the 
appellant's  motion  is  granted,  and  he  is  left  with  the  costs 
o-f  the  action  unpaid  and  unsecured,  the  appellant's  pro- 
perty in  the  meantime  having  been  put  out  of  his  hands. 
While  I  express  no  opinion  on  the  merits  of  the  appeal,  I 
cannot  but  see  that  it  turns  ver}'  much  upon  questions  and 
findings  of  fact,  and  on  the  main  facts  of  the  case  there 
have  been  two  decisions  against  the  appellant. 

On  the  whole  I  am  of  opinion  that  I  should  dismiss  the 

motion  with  costs,  unless  the  appellant,  within days, 

^ives  sufficient  security  for  the  pajTnent  of  the  costs  taxed 
in  the  action  and  interest  thereon,  and  the  costs  of  this 
motion  in  case  his  appeal  is  unsuccessful. 

Ball  &  Ball,  Woodstock,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Mabee  &   Makins,    Stratford,  solicitors  for  defendant. 


Maclennan,  J.A.  May  31st,  1902. 

c.  a. — chambers. 

PEOPLE'S  BUILDING  AND  LOAX  ASSN.  v.  STANLEY. 

Appeal — Jury  yotice — JurisiHction    of    JuiVje  in   Chajnbers    as    to 

— Judicature  Act,  sec.  110. 

Motion  by  defendant  for  leave  to  appeal  from  order  of 
a  IHvisional  Court  affirming  an  order  of  a  JudgQ  in  Cham- 
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bers  striking  out  a  jury  notice  filed  by  defendant  in  an 
action  of  covenant  upon  two  building  society  mortgages. 
Defence  that  the  defendant  was  induced  to  execute  the 
mortgages  without  reading  them,  or  understanding  their 
true  effect,  by  false  and  fraudulent  representations- 

W.  H.  Bartram,  London,  for  defendant. 
D.  W.  Saunders,  for  plaintiffs.  < 

Maclennan,  J.A.— The  ground  of  the  present  applica- 
tion expressed  in  the  notice  of  motion,  and  argued  by  ilr. 
Bartram,  is  that  the  decision  involves  questions  of  law  and 
practice  upon  the  construction  of  sec.  110  of  the  Judicature 
Act,  in  which  there  have  been  conflicting  decisions  or  opin- 
ions bv  the  High  Court  of  Justice  and  by  the  Judges 
thereof.  This  ground  is  the  only  one  upon  which,  under 
sec.  77  of  the  Judicature  Act,  it  was  open  to  him  to  rest 
his  motion,  for  the  case  clearly  does  not  fall  within  any  of 
the  sub-sections  of  sec.  4,  unless  it  falls  within  (c). 

Mr.  Bartram  cited  the  following  cases:  Bristol,  &c.,  Co. 
V.  Taylor,  15  P.  R.  310;  Hawke  v.  O'Neill,  18  P.  R.  164; 
Bank  of  Toronto  v.  Keystone  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  18  P.  R.  113;. 
and  Saw7er  v.  Robertson,  19  P.  R.  172. 

I  have  examined  these  cases  and  also  those  cited  by  Mr- 
Saunders:  Lauder  v.  Didmon,  16  P.  R.  74;  Regina  v.  Grants 
17  P.  R.  165;  Toogood  v.  Hindmarsh,  17  P.  R.  446;  Skae 
v.  Moss,  18  P.  R.  119. 

The  only  conflict  of  decisions  which  I  find  in  these  ca.se& 
is  between  Bank  of  Toronto  v.  Keystone  Fire  Ins.  Co.,, 
decided  by  k  Divisional  Court  on  4th  May,  1898,  and  the 
earlier  case  of  Skae  v.  Moss,  decided  bv  a  Divisional  Court 
in  February,  1896,' the  latter  case  not  having  then  been  re- 
iwrted,  and  not  having  been  cited,  in  the  subsequent  case. 
The  point  decided  in  those  cases,  however,  has  no  bearing 
upon  the  present,  that  point  having  been  whether  a  Judge 
at  the  trial  has  power  to  strike  out  a  jury  notice,  and  to 
transfer  the  action  for  trial  at  the  non-jury  sittings. 

The  power  of  a  Judge  in  Chambers  under  sec-  110  to 
strike  out  the  jury  notice  has  never  been  doubted  in  any 
case,  although  Street,  J.,  in  one  case  expressed  the  opinion 
that  in  general  it  ought  not  to  be  done.  But  that  opinion 
does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  a  conflict  of  decisions  or  opin- 
ions within  sub-sec.  (c)  of  sec.  77  (4)  of  the  Act. 

The  motion  will  be  refused  with  costs. 

W.   H.  Bartram,   London,  solicitor  for  defendant. 

Helhiiuth  &  Ivey,  London,  solicitors  for  plaintiffs. 
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May  30th,  1902. 

C.  A. 

CEXTAUK  CYCLE  CO.  v.  HILL. 

Aiypeal — Order  of  Judge  of  Court  of  Appeal  in  Chambers — Appeal 
to  Court— Execution— Leave  to  Issue  Xot withstanding  Appeal 
— Discretion  of  Judge — Special  Circumstances — "  Court  Ap, 
pealed  to  or  Judge  thereof* — Rule  8^7  {,!). 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  order  of  Maclennan,  J. A., 
ante  p.  377. 

The  same  counsel  appeared. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court-  (Osler,  ^iLvclennan,  Moss, 
Harrow,  J  J.  A.)  was  delivered  by 

Osler,  J. A. — First,  as  to  the  competency  of  the  appeal. 
The  order  of  mv  learned  brother  is  one  made  in  relation  to 
a  pending  appeal — ^a  matter  in  Court^ — and  in  that  respect 
is:  not  like  an  order  made  in  a  matter  external  to  its  or- 
dinary jurisdiction  in  pursuance  of  some  authority  con- 
ferred by  a  statute  upon  the  Court  or  a  Judge  of  the  Court 
^ro  Imc  vice,  e.g.,  under  tlie  Dominion  Railway  Act:  Re  To- 
ronto, Hamilton,  and  Buffalo  R.  W .  Co.  and  Hendrie,  17 
r.  R.  199.  In  the  latter  ease  it  may  well  be  that,  when 
a  Judge  makes  an  order,  he  does  so  as  persona  designata — 
as  one  of  the  two  jurisdictions  upon  whom  an  alternative 
authority  is  conferred  to  do  the  act.  Here  the  order  is 
made  in  the  cause  to  remove  the  stay  of  execution  under 
the  authority  of  the  Rule  of  Court,  827  (1),  **  unless  other- 
wise ordered  by  the  Court  appealed  to,  or  a  Judge  thereof/' 
&c.  I  see  no  tangible  distinction  between  these  words  as 
here  used,  and  the  words  "  the  Court  or  a  Judge,"  and  the 
meaning  of  the  latter,  when  used  in  a  statute  or  rule  of 
Court  in  relation  to  jurisdiction  over  proceedings  in  a 
cause  or  matter,  is  well  recognized.  "  The  Court "  means 
a  Judge  or  Judges  in  open  Court ;  a  ''Judge  '*  means  a  Judge 
sitting  in  Chambers:  In  re  B.,  [1892]  1  Ch.  459,  463;  or, 
as  Brett,  J-,  said  in  Baker  v.  Yokes,  2  Q.  B.  D.  171,  175, 
usiag  the  old  terminology,  "  a  Court  or  Judge ''  means  the 
Court  sitting  in  banc  or  a  Judge  at  Chambers  representing 
the  Court  in  banc.  See  also  per  the  same  Judge  in  Del- 
low  V.  Garrold,  64  L.  J.  Q.  B.  78 :  "  The  statute  gives  the 
power  to  the  Court  or  a  Judge,  and  it  is  well  recognized 
that  that  phrase  always  includes  a  Judge  at  Chambers,  un- 
less there  is  some  express  enactment  limiting  the  meaning 
of  the  phrase.^' 

And  see  Be  Housing  of  the  Working  Classes  Act,  1890, 
Ex   p.  Slieman,  [1892]  1  Q.  B.  394.     From  the  order  of  a 
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Judge  thus  sitting  in  Chambers,  unless  it  is  one  made  purely 
in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion,  an  appeal,  in  my  opmion, 
lies  to  the  full  Court:  Arch.  Prac.,  vol.  2,  p.  1,G09. 

Then,  secondly,  I  do  not  think  that  the  order  in  ques- 
tion is  a  purely  discretionary  order.  The  general  rule  and 
the  right  of  the  appellant  is  that,  save  in  the  excepted  cases, 
proceedings  below  are  stayed  upon  the  appeal  being  perfect- 
ed. Nevertheless,  if  '^  the  Court  or  a  Judge  thereof^'  other- 
wise orders,  the  stay  of  execution  may  be  removed.  A  proper 
case  must  be  made  out  for  allowing  the  respondent  to  en- 
force what  has  not  yet  become  a  final  judgment,  the  appeal 
being  a  step  in  the  cause. 

Upon  the  whole,  after  having  given  the  matter  a  good 
deal  of  consideration,  we  are  all  of  opinion  that,  under  the 
circumstances,  an  order  for  leave  to  issue  execution  ought 
not  to  go.  The  appeaJ  appears  to  be  prosecuted  in  good 
faith,  and  on  substantial  grounds.  The  defendant  is  carry- 
ing on  his  business  in  the  usual  way,  and  the  effect  of  an 
execution  w^ill  practically  be  to  close  it  up,  and  possibly  to 
place  the  defendant  in  a  situation  from  which  he  will  find 
it  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  recover  if  his  appeal  should 
be  successful.  The  plaintiffs  do  not  make  a  prima  facie 
case  against  the  bona  fides  of  the  instruments  which  they 
propose  to  attack.  They  desire  to  proceed  by  way  of  seizure 
and  interpleader,  but  they  can  proceed*  quite  as  effectively 
by  way  of  action,  and,  while  the  rights  of  the  parties  are 
in  suspense,  the  method  likely  to  be  least  injurious  to  the 
defendant  ought  to  be  followed.  Apart  from  the  property 
which  it  is  desired  to  reach  by  impeacliing  the  chattel  mort- 
gages there  seems  to  be  nothing  to  be  secured  or  laid  hold 
of  by  the  execution,  and  therefore  as  to  neither  of  the  de- 
fendants does  it  appear  that  there  is  any  special  advan- 
t«ge  gained  in  the  nature  of  security,  etc.,  by  removing  the 
stay.  The  order  will  therefore  be  discharged,  and  the  costs 
of  appeal,  and  of  the  motion  it  deals  with,  will  be  costs  in 
th<3  appeal. 
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WEEKLY  COURT. 

WALKERTON  BINDER  TWINE  CO.  v.  HIGGINS. 

Cofnpanu — Lien  of  — Shares. 

Motion  by  plaintiffs  to  continue  an  injunction  restrain- 
irg  defendant  from  selling  or  transferring  certain  shares 
of  the  stock  of  the  plaintiffs,  an  incorporated  company. 
The  defendant  was  the  contractor  for  the  plaintiffs'  build- 
iiig.  He  received  in  January,  1901,  in  part  payment  of  the 
contract  price,  a  cheque  for  |22,832,  which,  plaintiffs  al- 
lege^ shoidd  have  been  for  |22^384.  In  the  final  settlement 
he  received  in  part  payment  the  stock  in  question,  which 
ir.  fully  paid. 

G.  H.  Kilmer,  for  plaintiffs.  The  plaintiffs  claim  a 
lien  on  two  grounds:  (1)  of  debt;  (2)  part  of  the  price  pay- 
able under  the  contract  is  represented  by  the  shares,  and 
iD  effect  plaintiffs  have  the  right  to  stop  the  shares  in  specie 
ii;  the  hands  of  defendant.  As  between  the  parties  there 
is  a  Uen  in  favour  of  plaintiffs:  lindley's  Company  Law, 
p.  456;  Pinket  v.  Wright,  12  CL  &  F.  764;  Hague  v.  Dande- 
son,  2  Ex.  741;  McMurrich  v.  Bond  Head  Co.,  9  U.  C.  R. 
333. 

M.  H.  Ludwig,  for  defendant.  It  is  clear  that  no  lien 
exists.  The  only  case  in  which  the  company  can  refuse  to 
register  a  transfer  is  set  forth  in  R.  S.  0.  ch.  191,  sec.  28. 
See  also  White  on  Joint  Stock  Companies,  p.  181. 

Falcqnbridge,  C.J. — The  high  authority  of  Lord  lind- 
ley  is  pledged  to  the  dictum  (lindle/s  Law  of  Companies,  5th 
ed.,  p.  456)  that  a  company  should  have  a  lien  on  the  shares 
of  its  members  for  what  may  be  due  from  them  to  the  com- 
pany in  respect  of  such  shares. 
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The  defendant  does  not  categorically  deny  the  mistake 
which  is  said  to  have  been  made  in  the  figures  whereby 
plaintiffs  claim  to  have  overpaid  defendant  by  the  sum  of 
|448,  but  only  says  in  a  general  way  that  he  is  "  not  in- 
debted to  the  plaintiffs  in  any  sum  whatever/' 

I  think  the  status  in  quo  ought  to  be  preserved,  and  I 
shall  continue  the  injunction  to  the  hearing. 

Costs  in  cause  unless  the  trial  Judge  shall  othen^'ise 
order. 

David  Robertson,  Walkerton,  solicitor  for  plaintiffs. 

Ritchie,  Ludwig,  &  Ballantyne,  Toronto,  solicitors  for 
defendant. 

June  2nd,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

DUNN  &  CO.  V.  PRESCOTT  ELEVATOR  CO. 

Bailment— Warehouseman— Xeyligence  of— tutored  Comr—Meaftute  of 

Damages, 

Appeal  by  liquidator  of  defendants  from  judgment  of 
MacMahon,  J.,  ante  p.  75. 

G.  F.  Henderson,  Ottawa,  for  appellants. 

J.  Leitch,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Palconbridge,  C.J., 
Street,  J.,  Britton,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Street,  J. — The  duties  of  defendants  under  the  circum- 
stances are  concisely  and  properly  stated  in  Beal  v.  South 
Down  R.  W.  Co.,  3  H.  &  C.  at  p.  342.  See  aJso  Stor}-  on 
Bailments,  sees.  444  and  408;  Brabant  v.  King,  [1895]  A. 
C.  at  p.  646;  Snodgrass  v.  Ritchie,  17  Rettie,  712;  Re  Mer- 
bey  Docks,  1  H.  L.  C.  93.  .  .  .  In  my  opinion  the  de- 
fendants were  guilty  of  negligence  in  not  having  more  care- 
fully watched  and  examined  the  condition  of  the  corn  under 
the  circumstances,  and  they  are  liable  to  the  plaintiffs 
for  the  loss  which  has  happened.  The  damages  have  been 
properly  estimated,  and  the  appeal  should  be  dismissed 
with  costs. 


June  2nd,  1902. 

divisional   (X)URT. 

RE  GAULT  V.  CARPENTER. 

Appeal— County  Court— Interlocutory  Order^Esamination  of  Judg- 
ment Debtor— Production  by  Transferee  of— Jurisdiction— R. 
S,  0.  ch.  55,  sec,  52, 

Appeal  bv  judgment  debtors  and  their  mather,  Elizabeth 
Carpenter,  from  order  of  a  County  Court  Judge,  made  after 
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judgment  in  the  action  in  the  County  Conrt  of  Stormont, 
Dundas,  and  Glengarry,  directing  the  defendante,  the  judg- 
ment debtors,  to  attend  for  examination  before  a  special 
examiner,  and  ordering  the  appellant  Elizabeth  Carpenter, 
their  alleged  transferee,  to  attend  and  produce  at  the  same 
time  the  books  of  account  used  by  the  judgment  debtors 
in  their  business. 

The  appeal  was  heard  before  a  Divisional  Court,  Fal- 

CONBRIDGE,    C.J.,   STREET,   J.,    BrITTON,   J. 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  appellants. 

W.  E.  Middleton,  for  plaintiffs. 

Street,  J. — In  my  opinion  the  order  in  appeal  is 
c.' early  interlocutory  and  not  final  within  the  meaning  of 
K.  S.  b.  ch.  55,  sec.  52,  as  interpreted  by  the  Court  of  Appeal 
in  Baby  v.  Ross,  14  P.  R.  at  p.  443.  Such  an  order  is 
merely  a  means  or  step  towards  an  end,  it  is  not  the  end 
itself;  and  appeals  are  only  given  against  orders  which  are 
the  end  of  the  particular  matter  of  which  they  are  a  part. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — I  concur. 

Britton,  J. — In  agreeing  I  venture  to  express  my  regret 
that  the  question  whether  the  learned  County  Court  Judge 
has  power  to  make  such  an  ordier  against  the  appellant 
Elizabeth  Carpenter  can  not  now  be  disposed  of  on  its  merits, 
without  putting  any  of  the  parties  to  the  expense  of  a 
motion  against  an  order  to  commit,  should  any  such  order 
bi'  made  and  the  appellant  further  resist. 

Appeal  quashed  with  costs. 

Maclenhan,  Cline,  &  Maclennan,  Cornwall,  solicitors 
for  plaintiffs. 

Gogo  &  Stiles,  Cornwall,  solicitors  for  other  parties. 


•June  4th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

GOODYEAR  v.  GOODYEAR. 

Chattel   Mortgage — Renewal  of — Change  of  Possession — Parent   and 

Child — Execution    Creditor. 

Appeal  by  claimant,  a  chattel  mortgagee,  in  an  inter- 
pleader issue  from  judgment  of  County  Court  of  York. 
Issue  as  to  the  ownership  of  certain  goods  and  chattels 
seized  under  writ  of  execution.  The  claimant  and  execu- 
tion creditor  were  brothers.  On  the  evidence  the  trial 
Judge  was  not  satisfied  of  the  validity  and  bona  fides  of 
the  mortgage,  and  held  that  there  being  no  clear  or  satis- 
factory evidence  of  change  of  possession,  and  the  onus 
being  upon  the  claimant  to  satisfy  the  Court  as  to  his  title 
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to  the  goods,  judgment  ehoiild  be  entered  for  execution 
creditor  with  coete. 

The  appeal  was  argued  before  a  Divisional  Court  (Fal- 

CONBRIDGE,    C.J.,    StSeET,    J.,    BrITTON,   J.). 

W.  E.  Middleton,  for  plaintiff. 

James  MeCullough,  Stouffville,  for  defendant. 

Street,  J. — ^I  think  it  is  plain  that  Robert  Groodyear,. 
the  father  of  the  claimant  Samuel  Goodyear  and  of  the  ex- 
ecution creditor  James  Goodyear,  was  indebted  to  certain 
other  persons  at  the  time  he  made  the  chattel  mortgage  to^ 
his  son  Samuel  Goodyear,  and  that  shortly  after  making 
it  he  became  indebted  to  the  execution  creditor  James  Good- 
year. The  mortgage  appears  to  have  been  made  having  as 
cne  of  its  objects,  if  not  its  sole  object,  the  protection  of 
the  chattels  against  the  existing  creditors.  The  considera- 
tion stated  in  the  chattel  mortgage  is  |300,  and  it  is  sworn 
by  the  claimant  that  his  father,  the  mortgagor,  owed  him 
this  round  sum  partly  for  money  lent  and  partly  for  wages^ 
but  the  father,  who  is  living,  was  not  called  to  substantiate 
the  truth  of  this  story,  as  he  should  have  been  under  Mer- 
chants Bank  v.  Clark,  18  Gr.  594. 

The  chattel  mortgage  was  made  on  13th  January,  1896,. 
and  was  renewed  in  1897,  1898,  and  1899.  During  these 
years  the  mortgagor  was  living  on  a  place  of  which  he  and 
the  mortgagee,  his  son,  were  joint  lessees,  but  the  son  waa 
living  on  another  place.  During  the  year  1899,  however, 
ibh  son  moved  on  to  the  place,  and  he  and  his  father  lived 
there  together  until  the  expiration  of  the  lease  in  the  year 
1901.  In  the  meantime,  however,  viz.,  in  December,  1899,. 
the  son  advertised  the  goods  in  question  for  sale  under  the 
chattel  mortgage,  and  bought  them  all  in  himself,  and  they 
were  never  moved  from  the  place.  The  father  and  son,, 
the  claimant,  then  continued  to  live  together  upon  the  place 
xmtil  the  father  left  in  February  or  March,  1901.  Before 
be  left,  the  execution  creditor  recovered  judgment  and 
seized  the  goods  under  his  execution.  The  mortgagee 
claimed  them  under  the  mortgage,  and  the  present  issue 
was  thereupon  directed.  The  learned  Counly  Court  Judge 
upon  these  facts  decided  in  favour  of  the  execution  credi- 
tor, stating  that  he  was  not  satisfied  that  the  mortgage  was 
made  bona  fide,  and  that  there  was  no  proof  of  any  change 
of  possession  of  the  goods  from  the  mortgagor  to  Ibo  mort- 
gagee, the  chattel  mortgage  having  expired  before  the 
seizure. 

The  amount  in  dispute  is  only  f44,  and  it  is  subject  to 
the  sheriff ^s  costs  and  fees. 
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I  am  of  opinion  that  the  appeal  should  be  dismissed. 
The  claimant  has  produced  no  evidence  but  his  own  in  sup- 
port of  his  mortgage,  although  that  of  his  father  was  avail- 
able, and  his  own  account  of  the  matter  under  the  circum- 
stances appears  to  me  imsatisfactory.  Apart  from  this, 
however,  I  think  it  is  plain  that  the  claimant's  position  aa  a 
mortgagee  was  never  changed;  that  his  mortgage,  not  hav- 
ing been  renewed  in  January,  1900,  had  esmired  as  against 
creditors  before  the  seizure  by  the  sheriff,  and  that  his 
title  to  the  goods  in  question  had  not  been  completed  as 
against  creditors  by  any  actual  and  continued  change  of 
possession  before  the  seizure,  for  he  and  his  father  still 
occupied  the  premises  upon  which  the  goods  had  always 
remained  and  upon  which  they  continued  to  remain  until 
the  seizure  by  the  sheriff. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — ^I  concur. 

Britton,  J. — ^With  the  greatest  respect  for  the  decision 
of  my  learned  brother  Street,  whose  opinion  I  have  had 
the  privilege  of  perusing,  I  regret  that  I  am  not  able  to 
agree. 

I  think  the  judgment  of  the  learned  County  Court  Judge 
is  wrong  and  should  be  reversed,  and  that  judgpient  should 
be  entered  for  the  claimant. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs;  Britton,  J.,  diss. 

C.  R.  Fitch,  Stouflfville,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

James  McCuUough,  Stouffville,  solicitor  for  defendant. 


June  5th,  1902. 

DIVISIONAL  COURT. 

PATTISON  V.  TOWNSHIP  OF  WAINFLEET. 

Wof— Nan-Repair  —  Municipal     Corporation  —  Negligence  —  Bridge 
— "  Traction  Engine  '*—R,  8.  0.    ch,  242. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  County 
Court  of  Welland,  in  favour  of  plaintiff  in  an  ac- 
tion for  damages  for  personal  injuries  to  plaintiff 
and  for  injury  to  an  engine  attached  to  a  grain 
threshing  machine  which  plaintiff  was  driving  over  a 
bridge  in  the  township  of  Wainfleet,  when  the  bridge  gave 
way  and  the  engine  was  thrown  down  into  the  bed  of  a 
creek  below.  The  trial  Judge  found  that  the  bridge  was 
out  of  repair  and  unsound,  to  the  knowledge  of  defendants, 
for  a  considerable  time  before  the  damage  complained  of; 
and  that  the  engine,  not  being  a  traction  engine  within  the 
ordinary  meaning  of  that  term,  R.  S.  0.  1897  ch.  242, 
pleaded  by  defendants,  did  not  apply,  so  as  to  relieve  them 
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from  responsibility,  and  gave  judgment  for  plaintiff  for  f 75 
damages  and  costs. 

The  appeal  was  heard  by  Falconbridge,  C.J.,  Street 
and  Britton,  JJ. 

L.  C.  Raymond,  Welland,  for  defendants. 

E.  A.  Ijaneaeter,  St.  Catharines,  for  plaintiff. 

Street,  J. — I  think  the  evidence  of  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants  was  sufficient  to  justify  the  fifiding 
of  the  learned  Judge  below  upon  that  point,  and  that  the 
damages  found  by  him  are  reasonable.  The  only  question 
it<.  whether  the  engine  in  question  was  a  traction  engine 
within  the  meaning  of  R  S.  0.  ch.  242,  in  which  case  it 
would  have  been  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  before  crossing  the 
bridge  to  have  strengthened  it,  under  sec.  10  of  the  Act. 
This  question  is  one  of  fact,  and  I  think  it  has  been  properly 
lound  by  the  learned  Judge  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff.  It 
appeared  from  the  expert  evidence  given  at  the  trial,  and 
not  contradicted,  that  the  engine  was  tiot  a  traction  engine 
within  the  ordinary  and  accepted  meaning  of  the  term, 
although  it  was  constructed  so  as  to  be  able  to  move  itself 
and  draw  its  tender  containing  fuel  and  water  for  its  own 
use.  It  was  explained  that  it  was  built  for  the  purpose  of 
furnishing  power  to  a  thresher  or  separator,  and  that  the 
gearing  which  gave  it  the  power  of  locomotion  was  entirely 
different  from  and  very  much  lighter  than  that  used  in  en- 
gines built  for  traction  purposes. 

There  was  no  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  in  moving  the 
CLgine  in  question  along  the  highway  from  farm  to  farm 
was  making  an  unusual  or  improper  use  of  the  highway. 

In  my  opinion,  therefore,  the  judgment  should  not  be 
disturbed,  and  the  appeal  should  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

See  Toronto  Gravel  Road  Co.  v.  Township  of  York,  12 
S.  C.  R.    517. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — I  concur. 

Britton,  J. — The  questions  are  questions  of  fact.  I 
agree  with  the  findings  of  the  learned  County  Court  Judge. 

The  duty  of  the  municipality  was  to  have  this  bridge 
strong  enough  for  the  ordinary'  traffic  of  the  highway. 

In  a  good  agricultural  township  like  Wainfleet,  with 
farms  well  cultivated,  the  bridge  should  be  sufR- 
ciently  safe  to  permit  of  large  loads  of  grain  and 
farm,  produce  and  farm  machinery  being  taken  over 
it  without  risk.  It  was  well  known  to  the  de- 
fendants how  grain  is  separated  and  cleaned  up,  and  it 
seems  to  me  to  make  no  difference  whether  by  horse  power 
or  steam  power,  and.  if  by  steam,  whether  the  boiler  and 
engine  are  taken  upon  a  waggon  and  drawn  by  horses  or 
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propelled  alcms  the  road  by  its  own  steam  power — ^the 
bridge  in  either  case  should  be  sufficient  to  safely  carry  an 
ordinan*  and  reasonable  load.  I  think  the  Legislature,  in 
ch.  242,  R.  S.  0.,  intended  by  "  traction  engine/'  something 
Terv  different  in  weight  from  the  one  owned  by  plaintiff. 

The  traction  engine  in  that  Act  is  an  engine  entirely 
different  in  construction  and  for  a  wholly  different  purpose 
from  plaintiff^s. 

The  whole  Act  is  to  protect  the  public  and  public  high- 
ways where  traction  engines  are  to  be  employed  "for  the 
conveyance  of  freight  and  passengers,  or  both,  on  any  pub- 
lic highway  in  this  Province,"  and  it  does  not  apply  to  this 
case. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Lancaster  &  Campbell,  St.  Catharines,  solicitors  for 
plaintiff. 

Kayraond  &  Cohoe,  Welland,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


June  2nd,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

TAYLOR  V.  DELANEY. 

Will — Testamentary  Capacity— VnHustained  Charges  of 

Fraud— Costs. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  judgment  of  Surrogate  Court 
^^  Essex,  admitting  to  probate  the  will  of  R.  Tavlor,  de- 
ceased, on  the  ground  that  he  was  of  unsound  mind,  and 
^capable,  of  mdcing  a  will. 

^     The    appeal    was     heard    before    a  Divisional    Court, 
^TRE£.j,^  J  ^  Britton,  J. 

■P"-    A.  Anglin,  for  defendant. 

^'  H.  Clarke,  Windsor,  for  plaintiff. 

Stkeet,  J.  (after  reviewing  the  evidence) — In  my  opin- 

^^'    the  judgment  appealed  from  is  right   and  should  not 

^^isturbed,   and  the  present   appeal  must  be   dismissed 

^^V  Costs.    I  observe  that  the  learned  Judge  gave  no  costs 

^a-itist  Delaney  at  the  trial.    No  reasons  are  given  for  this, 

/  any  other  part  of  the  judgment,  and  I  cannot  avoid  call- 

^^^  attention  to  the  rule  which  has  been  repeatedly  laid  down 

^^    followed,  that  in  testamentary  cases,  where  charges  of 

/^^d  are  made,  as  here,  without  any  evidence  being  offered 

^  f ^Pport  them,  costs  should  be  given  against  the  person 

^'^^Kin^  them. 

^RiTTON,  J. — It  is  the  dutv  of  an  appellate  Court,  as  was 

^^cided  in  Russell  v.  Lefrancois,  8  S.  C.  R    335,  "  to  review 

'^  <'onclu8ion  arrived  at  bv  Courts  whose  judgments  are 
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appealed  from^  upon  a  question  of  fact,  when  such  judgments 
do  not  turn  upon  the  credibility  of  any  of  the  witnesses,  but 
upon  the  proper  inference  to  be  drawn  from  all  the  evidence 
in  the  esse. 

The  proper  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the  whole  evi- 
dence in  this  case  is,  that  the  testatrix,  at  the  time  she 
made  the  will  in  question,  had  capacity  to  comprehend  the 
extent  of  her  property  and  the  nature  and  claims  of  the 
plaintiff  whom  she  was  excluding  from  this,  although  he 
had  been  a  beneficiary  under  a  former  will.  See  Harwood 
V.  Baker,  3  Moore  P.  C.  290. 

I  am  satisfied  that  Bose  Taylor  had  testamentary  capa- 
city, and  I  so  conclude  by  a  consideration  of  what  she 
said  and  did  shortly  before  and  at  the  time  of,  and  shortly 
after,  making  her  will,  aa  against  what  medical  experts 
thought  her  condition  ought  to  have  been. 

The  point  as  to  undue  influence  was  not  pressed — ^the 
argument  was  wholly  upon  the  question  of  testamentary 
capacity. 

Clarke,  Cowan,  Bartlet,  ft  Bartlet^  Windsor,  solicitors 
for  plaintiff. 

Murphy,  Sale,  ft  O'Connor,  Windsor,  solicitors  for  de- 
fendant. 


Brixton,  J.  June  5th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

SLAVEN  V.  SLAVEN. 
Costs — Willr—Action  to  Set  aside — Separate  Defence, 

The  plaintiff  is  a  son  of  Eliza  Slaven,  who  died  on  the 
14th  September,  1900,  and  this  action  was  brought  to  set 
aside  her  will  on  the  ground  of  undue  influence  and  want 
of  testamentary  capacity. 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  and  C.  H.  Widdifield,  Picton,  for 
plaintiff. 

G.  Lynch-Staunton,  K.C.,  R.  D.  Gunn,  Orillia,  M.  R. 
Allison,  Picton,  J.  R.  Brown,  Picton,  D.  L.  McCarthy,  and 
John  A.  Wright,  Picton,  for  defendants. 

Britton,  J. — The  parties  came  to  an  agreement,  and 
consent  minutes  were  filed,  upon  all  points  except  as  to 
cost«  of  defendant  Milo  Slaven.  He  resisted  plaintiff^s  con- 
tention, put  in  a  separate  defence  by  his  own  solicitor,  and 
did  not  join  in  the  settlement,  but  consented  to  it,  claiming 
however  to  be  entitled  to  costs. 

Milo  was  a  necessary  party  to  the  action,  and  plaintiff 
assumed  the  risk  of  liability  for  costs  in  case  of  failure. 
I  think  !Mi]o  is  entitled  to  costs,  and  that  plaintiff  should 
pay  them.    As  between  plaintiff  and  defendants  other  than 
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Milo  Slaven,  provision  for  Milo's  costs  should  have  been 
made^  and  perhaps  wa€  made^  and  if  so  my  decision  will  in 
no  way  affect  any  agreement  made  between  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendants other  than  Milo. 

From  all  that  appears  before  me  I  can  not  say  that 
the  interests  of  Milo  Slaven  were  so  identipal  with  those 
of  the  other  defendants,  that  he  should  not  have  been  separ- 
ately represented.  Had  the  case  been  fought  to  a  finish  and 
had  defendants  been  successful,  possibly  one  set  of  cost& 
only  would  have  been  allowed.  I  can  not  say.  This  is^ 
however,  a  case  in  which  I  should  not  send  parties  to  a  taxa- 
tion, but  should  determine  the  amount  of  Milo's  costs.  He 
did  not  personally  attend  the  trial,  and  there  are  no  wit- 
ness fees  payable  by  him,  so  I  fix  the  amount  at  (40. 


LouNT,  J.  June  6th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

SKILLINGS  V.  ROYAL  INSURANCE  CO. 

Fire  Jnsurance-'Notice  to  Company  Terminating  Policy —  Oiven  hy 
Registered  Letter  Wrongly  Addressed,  Received  Day  After 
Fire — Ontario  Insurance  Act,  Statutory  Conditions  19a,  23. 

Action  by  a  firm  of  lumber  merchants  in  Ogdensburg, 
Kew  York,  to  recover  amount  of  loss  by  fire  under  a  policy 
issued  by  defendants  and  covering  certain  luimber  at  Parry 
Sound,  Ontario.  By  agreement  between  the  parties  the 
following  question,  among  others,  was  submitted  for  the 
opinion  of  the  Court:  "  Was  the  policy  in  question  cancelled 
or  surrendered  ?'' 

W.  R.  Riddell,  K.C.,  and  A.  Fasken,  for. plaintiffs. 

C.  Robinson,  K.C.,  and  C.  S.  Maclnnes,  for  defendants. 

LouNT,  J. — On  the  30th  May,  1901,  the  plaintiffs  wrote 
from  Ogdensburg  to  Mr.  Lett,  the  defendants*  agent  at 
Barrie,  as  follows : 

"  Enclosed  please  find  Royal  policy  7535269  lumber  lo- 
cated at  Conger  Lumber  Company's  yard  at  Parry  Sound, 
Ont.,  expiring  January  21st,  1902,  which  we  wish  to  cancel 
as  of  June  5th.  We  make  return  premium  as  |74.25.  If 
correct  kindly  send  us  check  for  same  and  oblige.*'  The 
policy  was  enclosed  with  this  letter  in  an  envelope,  which, 
b\  mistake  of  the  plaintiffs*  stenographer,  was  not  correctly 
addressed,  the  address  being  **  Mr.  F.  A.  Lett,  Agent,  Parry 
Sound,  Ont.,"  when  it  should  have  been  "Barrie,"  instead 
of  Parry  Sound.  The  policy  had  indorsed  on  it  at  the  time, 
partly  printed  and  partly  written,  the  following :  "  Surren- 
der. Received  from  the  Royal  Insurance  Company  the  sum 
of  $74.25,  being  the  consideration  for  the  within   policy. 
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:which   is   hereby  cancelled   and   surrendered."     This    was 
signed  by  the  plaintiffs* 

The  post  stamp  on  the  envelope  shews  that  it  was  re- 
ceived at  the  post  office  "  Ogdensburg  "  on  the  30th  Mav, 
1901,  at  the  post  office  "Parry  Sound"  on  the  31st  May, 
1901,  and  at  the  post  office  "  Barrie  "  on  the  6th  June.  It 
i?  admitted  by  the  defendants  that  the  envelope,  with  it^ 
contents,  the  letter  and  policy,  were  not  received  at  Barrie 
by  Mr.  Lett  until  half-past  eleven  on  the  forenoon  of  the 
6th  June,  and  that  it  had  been  forwarded  by  the  post  master 
at  Parry  Sound  by  post  to  Mr.  Lett  at  Barrie.  The  fire  had 
taken  place  before  the  arrival  of  the  letter  at  Barrie:  it 
began  about  11  p.m.  on  the  night  of  the  5th  June,  and 
terminated  by  5  a.m.  on  the  6th  June.  On  the  morning  of 
the  6th  June,  and  before  the  letter  had  been  received  by 
Mr.  Lett,  Mr.  Bartlett,  the  agent  at  Orillia  for  the  plaintiffs, 
telephoned  Mr.  Lett,  informing  him  of  the  fire,  and  Mr. 
Lett,  immediately  after,  and  before  the  receipt  of  the  letter, 
replied  by  letter,  asking  for  information;  and  about  the 
isame  time  he  telegranhed  to  the  defendants  at  their  head 
office,  Montreal,  informing  them  of  the  fire. 

«        **        *        *        *        *        *        *        * 

Condition  19a  of -the  Ontario  statutory'  conditions  pro- 
vides: "The  insurance,  if  for  cash,  may  be  terminated  by 
the  assured  by  giving  written  notice  to  that  effect  to  the 
company  or  its  authorized  agent,  in  which  case  the  com- 
pany may  retain  the  customary  short  rate  for  the  time  the 
irsurance  has  been  in  force,  and  shall  repay  to  the  assured 
the  balance  of  the  premium  paid." 

Condition  23:  "Any  written  notice  to  a  company  for 
any  purpose  of  the  statutory  conditions,  when  the  mode 
thereof  is  not  expressly  provided,  may  be  bv  letter  delivered 
at  the  head  office  of  the  company  in  Ontario,  or  by  regis- 
tered post  letter  addressed  to  the  company,  its  manager  or 
agent  at  such  head  office,  or  by  such  written  notice  given 
in  any  other  manner  to  an  authorized  agent  of  the  com- 
pany." . 

May,  on  Insurance,  4th  ed.,  vol.  1,  sec.  67,  says:  "The 
right  of  cancellation  on  notice  reserved  by  the  terms  of  the 
policy  to  either  party  should  be  exercised  with  care  that 
the  notice  be  explicit  and  the  conditions  strictly  complied 
with."  And  to  the  same  effect,  Joyce  on  Insurance,  vol.  2, 
sec.  1,660:  "The  right  to  rescind  or  cancel  can  only  be  ex- 
ercised bv  either  party  acting  strictly  in  compliance  with 
the  exact  stipulations  of  the  policv  relating  thereto,"  citing 
with  approval  many  American  authorities,  where  the  law  in 
this  respect  is  in  the  different  States,  and  especially  in  the 
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State  of  New  York,  similar  to  condition  19a.  See  also  judg- 
ment of  MacMahon,  J.,  in  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  British 
America  Assurance  Co.,  19  0.  R.  241,  approving  of  llunkle 
V.  Citizens'  Ins.  Co.,  Q,  Fed.  Rep.  148 :  "  The  right,  how- 
ever, to  terminate  a  contract  of  insurance  which  has  been 
partly  entered  into  and  has  taken  effect  by  this  method  is 
a  right  which  can  only  be  exercised  by  either  party  by  a 
strict  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  policy  relating  to 
cancellation."  The  learned  Judge  also  refers  to  May  on 
Insurance,  Chase  v.  Phoenix  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.,  67  Me. 
So,  and  Hathorn  v.  Germania  Ins.  Co.,  55  Barb.  (N.Y.)  28, 
8ri  to  the  strictness  required  in  complying  with  the  condi- 
tions cancelling  a  policy  of  insurance. 

Condition  19a  does  not  provide  how  the  notice  shall 
cr  jnay  be  given.  Condition  23,  however,  says  "  any  written 
riotice  to  a  company  for  any  purpose  of  the  statutory  condi- 
tions, when  the  mx)de  thereof  is  not  expressly  provided,  may 
be  by  letter  delivered  at  the  head  office  of  the  company  in 
Ontario,  or  by  registered  post  letter,  addressed  to  the  com- 
pany, its  manager  or  agent,  at  such  head  office,  or  by  such 
written  notice  given  in  any  other  manner  to  an  authorized 
agent  of  the  company." 

No  written  notice  was  delivered  at  the  defendants'  head 
office  in  Ontario;  in  fact,  it  was  not  shewn  that  the  defen- 
dants had  a  head  office  in  Ontario ;  the  only  head  office  spoken 
cf  was  at  Montreal,  and  no  written  notice  was  delivered 
there.  Nor  was  any  registered  post  letter,  or  letter  or  no- 
tice of  any  kind,  addressed  or  sent  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the 
defendants,  their  manager  or  agent,  at  any  head  office. 

Then,  was  a  written  notice  given  in  any  other  manner 
tf  an  authorized  agent  of  the  defendants  ?  Was  the  letter 
of  the  30th  May  with  the  policy,  having  the  surrender  there- 
of indorsed  thereon,  a  sufficient  notice  to  satisfy  condition 
19a,  and  was  the  receipt  thereof  by  Mr.  Lett,  the  author- 
i7ed  agent  of  the  defendants,  on  the  6th  June,  after  the  firs 
had  occurred  and  the  property  had  been  destroyed,  a  notice 
to  the  defendants  in  compliance  with  condition  23  ? 

In  my  opinion,  it  was  not.  Upon  the  authorities,  I  must 
hold  that  a  letter  sent  by  post  giving  such  notice  is  not  no- 
tice by  depositing  the  letter  in  the  post  office ;  it  can  only 
become  so  when  received  from  the  post  office  by  the  party 
to  whom  it  is  addressed. 

The  post  office  had  not  been  made  the  agent  of  the  de- 
fendants to  receive  such  notice.  The  law  is  well  settled 
that  if  an  offer  made  by  mail  is  accepted  by  mail  the  con- 
tract is  complete  from  the  moment  the  letter  of  acceptance 
is  mailed,  even  if  it  is  never  received;  but  this  does  not 
apply  here,  because  no  negotiation  was  pending,  no  contract 
had  been  proposed  in  writing;  the  plaintiffs  had  not  made 
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any  offer  in  writing  to  the  defendants  that  might  or  might 
not  have  been  accepted.  The  plaintiffs  sought  to  do  an  act 
that  would  be  binding  on  the  defendants,  whether  they  were 
willing  or  not.  The  policy  and  letter  might  have  been  sent 
by  a  messenger,  who  would  have  been  the  agent  of  the  plain- 
tiffs for  the  purpose.  Having  been  sent  by  mail,  it  was 
none  the  less  the  agency  of  the  plaintiffs  than  if  a  messen- 
ger had  been  sent.  But  it  was  necessary  for  the  plaintiflEs, 
ii.  order  to  terminate  the  policy,  to  have  the  notice  actually 
reach  the  defendants  or  their  authorized  agent,  and  the 
instrument  selected  for  that  purpose  was  the  agent  "of  the 
plaintiffs,  not  of  the  defendants;  nor  can  the  fact  that  the 
plaintiffs  signed  the  form  of  surrender  on  the  policy  make 
any  difference.  It  was  not  intended  to  operate  and  could 
not  operate  until  received,  and  the  defendants  had  complied 
with  the  terms  of  condition  19a,  that  is,  paid  to  the  plain- 
tiffs the  balance  of  the  premium  which  the  plaintiffs  had 
paid  io  the  defendants.  Nor  could  it  operate  against  the 
plaintiffs  until  delivery  had  taken  place.  The  policy  all 
the  time  until  actually  received  by  the  defendants  or  their 
authorized  agent  being  in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiffs, 
during  which  time  the  property  had  been  destroyed,  the 
policy  was,  therefore,  in  force  when  the  loss  occurred;  the 
character  of  the  contract  was  changed  from  a  contingent 
to  a  certain  liability,  and  a  cause  of  action  based  on  an  abso- 
lute debt  forthwith  accrued  to  the  plaintiffs :  C.  P.  I.  Co.  v. 
Aetna  Ins.,  Co.,  27  X.  Y.  608;  May  on  Insurance,  4th  ed., 
vol.  1,  sec.  67,  as  to  cancellation  of  policy:  "Notice  of  can- 
cellation, if  given  by  mail,  must  be  received  before  loss  by 
the  party  entitled  thereto,  or  by  his  agent  authorized  to  re- 
ceive the  same,  otherwise  there  is  no  cancellation;"  Joyce 
en  Insurance,  vol.  2,  sec.  1,669. 

I  have  not  lost  sight  of  the  fact  that  it  was  by  the  mis- 
take of  the  plaintiffs  in  not  addressing  the  letter  of  the  30th 
May  to  Mr.  Lett  at  Barrie,  that  it  was  not  received  by  him 
before  the  fire,  but  I  do  not  see  how  this  can  in  any  way 
affect  the  question. 

Having  regard,  therefore,  to  the  agreement  between  the 
parties,  I  give  judgment  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs  for  the 
amount  claimed  bv  them  with  interest  from  the  5th  June, 
1901,  and  with  costs. 

Beatty.  Blackstock,  &  Co.,  Toronto,  solicitors  for 
plaintiffs. 

McCarthy,  Osier,  Hoskin,  &  Creelman,  Toronto,  solici- 
tors for  defendants. 


THE 

■ 

Ontario  Weekly  Reporter. 

(To  AND  INOLUOINQ  JllNI  I4TN,  1902.) 


Vol.  I.  TORONTO,  JUNE  19,  1902.  No.  23. 


June  12th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

BOCK  V.  TOWNSHIP  OP  WILMOT. 

Vaater   and    Servant — Municipal    Corporation — Pathmaster — fellow 
Servant — Caving  in  of  Oravel  Pit — Negligenee, 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  order  of  Judge  of  County  Court 
of  Waterloo  setting  aside  verdict  and  judgment  entered 
thereon  for  f  125  in  action  for  damages  for  injuries  sustained 
by  infant  plaintiff,  S.  Bock,  14  years  old,  and  loss  occasioned 
by  his  father,  plaintiff  D.  Bock,  by  reason  of  a  bank  of 
gr"vrl  filling  upon  S.  Bock,  who  was  at  the  time  in  the  em- 
ployment of  one  Zimmerman.  Bock  was  directed  by  Zim- 
merman, who  wa8  liable  to  do  statute  labour,  to  do  as  in- 
structed by  one  Cassell,  the  pathmaster,  and  it  is  alleged 
while  so  engaged  was  injured.  The  jury  found  in  answer 
to  questions  that  the  infant  was  not  guilty  of  negligence 
and  did  not  undertake  to  work  in  the  gravel  pit  with  know- 
ledge of  the  danger,  and  did  not  voluntarily  underiiake  the 
risk;  that  the  defendants  were  guilty  of  negligence 
which  consisted  in  the  pathmaster  allowing  the  boy 
tc  work  in  the  gravel  pit.  The  Judge  below  held 
that  the  pathmaster  wa*s  a  fellow  servant  with  S.  Bock, 
and  defendants  were  not  liable. 

E.  E.  A.  DuVernet,  for  plaintiffs. 

A.  Millar,  for  defendants. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Falconbridge,  C.J., 
Street,  J.,  Britton,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Falconbridge,  C.J.: — I  do  not  think  that  under  the  cir- 
cumstances the  relationship  of  employer  and  employed  ex- 
isted between  the  township  and  the  infant  plaintiff.  The 
latter  was  a  servant  in  husbandry  to  John  Zimmerman.  He 
was  not  hired  by  the  defendants;  defendants  had  no  power 
of  dismissing  him  ;  he  was  not  paid  by  defendants;  and 
neither  thev  nor  their  pathma*<*ter  gave  him  anv  particular 
(rder:  Rourke  v.  White  Moss  Colliery  Co.,  2  C,F.  D.  205? 
Jones  V.  Tjiverpool,  14  Q.  B.  D.  890;  Donovan  v.  Laing,  94 
L.  T.  Jour.  436. 
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To  this  Mr.  Swayzie  immediately  replied  that  he  had 
been  ill,  and  only  able  to  attend  to  the  most  urgent  matter-* ; 
he  denied  the  vendors'  right  to  rescind,  and  offered  to  earn' 
out  the  contract  at  once,  tendering  the  (money  and  a  con- 
veyance. The  vendors  refused  to  proceed  further  with  the 
matter,  and  the  present  action  was  brought  on  the  15th 
March,  1901,  asking  for  specific  performance  of  the  contract. 
********* 

S.  H.  Bradford,  for  plaintiff. 
T.  Mulvey,  for  defendants. 

Street,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts  as  above): — ^There 
appears  to  be  nothing  in  the  nature  of  the  property  in  ques- 
tion here  which  would  justify  us  in  holding  that  time  must 
necessarily  be  treated  as  being  of  the  essence  of  the  contract 
between  the  parties,  in  the  absence  of  a  special  provision 
to  that  effect. 

The  language  of  the  plaintiff's  offer  to  purchase,  and  of 
the  clause  relied,  on  by  the  defendants  s&  making  time  the 
essence  of  the  contract,  is  so  clumsy  that  I  have  had  some 
dilFiculty  in  coming  to  the  conclusion  at  which  I  have  arrived, 
that  the  intention  expressed  in  it  is  to  make  time  of  the 
essence  of  all  the  terms  of  the  offer,  and  not  merely  of  the 
period  of  one  day  allowed  for  its  acceptance.  Reading  the 
words  "  time  shall  be  the  essence  of  this  offer"  most  strong- 
ly against  the  plaintiff,  who  uses  them,  they  may,  I  think, 
be  fairly  construed  to  mean,  "  time  shall  be  the  essence  cf 
the  terms  of  this  offer  in  case  of  its  being  accepted." 

Tlie  letter  of  Mr.  Vandervoort  of  the  15th  February, 
1901,  seems  to  me,  however,  to  contain  the  clearest  possible 
intimation  to  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  that  the  stipulation  as 
to  time  being  of  the  esijsence  would  not  be  insisted  on.  That 
wuvS  the  day  fixed  for  completion  by  the  tenns  of  the  con- 
tract, but  the  writer  merely  asks  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  to 
let  him  have  the  draft  mortgage  by  return  mail  and  to  state 
a  time  at  which  it  would  be  convenient  to  the  solicitor  and 
his  client  to  close  the  purchase.  His  letter,  moreover,  con- 
temulates  some  efforts  which  he  Was  to  make  to  get  a  releai^e 
from  MrvS.  Willoughby  of  any  possible  claim,  and  impliedly 
puts  off  the  completion  of  the  matter  until  the  result  if 
these  efforts  should  be  ascertainec].  The  letter  in  effect  says: 
"  We  are  not  quite  sure  that  we  have  everything  ready  on 
our  part  yet,  but  fix  a  convenient  time  for  yourselves  to 
close  the  purchase,  and  no  doubt  we  shall  then  be  ready.** 

In  my  opinion,  there  was  here  an  absolute  waiver  of  the 
stipulation  in  the  contract  by  which  the  defendants  would 
have  been  entitled  to  rescind  for  non-completion  on  15th 
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February,  1901,  and  no  new  date  for  completion  was  sub- 
stituted. The  plaintiff  was  then  freed  frooii  the  obligation 
of  completing  the  contract  on  15th  February,  1901, 
and  became  subject  to  a  new  obligation  to  complete 
it  within  a  reasonable  time.  The  defendants,  hav- 
ing waived  their  right  to  rescind  the  contract  in  case  of  non- 
completion  on  15th  February,  1901,  were  entitled  only  f) 
insist  that  there  should  be  no  unreasonable  delay;  and  in 
case  the  plaintiff  should  unreasonably  delay  the  completion 
they  might  have  given  him  a  notice  to  complete  within  a  rea- 
sonable time  to  be  fixed  by  them  or  that  they  would  treat  the 
contract  as  rescinded.  But  such  a  notice  could  only  be 
given  after  the  plaintiff  had  been  guilty  of  unreasonable 
delay,  and  could  not  be  given  in  anticipation  of  such  delay. 
The  authorities  upon  this  question  are  collected  in  Green 
V.  Seven,  13  Ch.  D.  599. 

The  notice  relied  on  by  the  defendants  as  fixing  a  per- 
emptory day  for  completion  is  the  letter  of  Mr.  Vandervoort 
to  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  of  20th  February,  1901.  That 
letter  appears  to  have  been  written  under  the  mistaken  idea 
that  the  letter  of  15th  February,  1901,  had  not  affected  tlie 
defendants'  right  to  insist  upon  a  strict  performance 
of  the  contract.  It  may,  however,  be  treated  as  a  notice 
to  the  plaintiff  that  if  he  failed  to  complete  the  matter  by 
1st  March,  the  defendants  would  consider  themselves  at 
liberty  to  treat  the  contract  as  at  an  end.  But  the  plain- 
tiff down  to  the  date  of  the  letter  had  not  been  guilty  of  any 
unreasonable  delay,  and  so  there  was  no  right  in  the  defen- 
dants peremptorily  to  ^x  a  new  day  for  completion,  and 
Mr.  Vandervoort's  letter  of  20th  February  did  not  entitle 
the  defendants  to  forfeit  the  contract  on  1st  March. 

The  defendants,  therefore,  in  my  opinion,  were  not  jus- 
tified in  refusing  to  complete  the  contract  when  the  plaintiff 
pressed  for  completion  on  2nd  March,  and  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  succeed.  The  appeal  should,  in  my  opinion,  b3 
allowed  with  costs,  and  the  plaintiff  should  have  the  usual 
judgment  for  specific  performance,  with  costs  to  the  trial 
inclusive.  Further  directions  and  subsequent  costs  reserved 
till  after  report. 

Britton,  J.,  referred  as  to  waiver  to  Harris  v.  Robin- 
son, 21  0.  E.  43,  19  lA.  R.  134,  21  S.  C.  R.  390;  as  to  mak- 
ing time  the  essence  of  the  agreement  by  notice,  to  Green 
v.  Seven,  13  Ch.  D.  589;  as  to  delay  after  waiver,  to  Mac- 
donald  v.  Elder,  1  Gr.  513,  526;  as  to  reasonableness  of 
notice  and  its  terms,  to  Compton  v.  Bagley,  [1892]  1  Ch, 
313,   Reynolds   v.   Nelson,   Meddows   &    Geldert's    R.    18, 
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Simons  v.  James,  1  Y.  &  C.  490 :  and  agreed  in  allowing  the 
appeal. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. : — The  law  is  quite  well  settled,  and 
I  think  this  case  must  be  treated  a«  a  decision  on  questions 
of  fact  arising  upon  the  letters  and  conversations  of  the 
solicitors. 

Such'  being  the  case,  I  see  no  reason  for  dissenting  from 
the  learned  Judge's  conclusion,  and  I  would  dismiss  the 
appeal  with  costs. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs;  Falconbridge,  C.J., 
dissenting. 

B.  E.  Swayzie,  Toronto,  solicitor  for  plaintiflf. 

M.  P.  Vandervoort,  Toronto,  solicitor  for  defendants. 


June  13th,  1902. 
divisional  cxdurt. 

Mclaughlin  v.  Mclaughlin. 

CofU8 — Partition   Proceedinff — Taxed    ContsSpecial    Cirnitiintancr^, 

W.  A.  Skeans,  for  adult  defendants. 
F.  W.  Harcourt,  for  infant  defendants. 
J.  G.  O^Donoghue,  for  plaintiflfs. 

Appeal  by  adult  defendants  from  order  of  Robertson, 
J.,  ante  p.  378. 

The  Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  MacMahon,  J.,  Lount, 
J.)  anade  an  order  directing  that  the  costs  of  plaintiffs,  of 
official  guardian,  and  of  adult  defendants,  as  between  party 
and  party,  be  taxed  and  paid  out  of  the  estate  of  John  Mc- 
Laughlin, deceased,  in  lieu  of  commission,  and  dismissing 
the  appeal  without  costs. 


THE 

Ontario  Weekly  Reporter. 

(To  AND  INOLUOINQ  JUNE  2l8T,  1902.) 


Vol.  I.  TORONTO,  JUNE  26,   1902.  No.  24. 


Boyd,  C.  June  IUth,  li)0:^. 

'      TRIAL. 

PATKIARCHE  v.  KAMMEKEll. 

PiomiitHory  Note — Presentment— Notice  of  Dinlionour — Demand 
Prior  to  Action — Power  of  Attorney — Bills  of  Edckanye  Act, 
sees.  J7,  80.    . 

Action  for  re-delivery  of  70,000  shares  of  mining  stock, 
subject  to  the  payment  l)y  plaintiff  of  two  promissory  notes 
for  |400  and  f  250  respectively,  or  for  payment  over  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  shares,  if  sold,  after  payment  of 
the  amount  of  the  notes.  Counterclaim  for  ])aymont  of 
two  notes  of  $5,000  and  $300  respectively,  made  by  the  Elec- 
trical Maintenance  and  Construction  Company,  of  which 
ihe  plaintiff  is  mana^ifer,  and  for  the  delivery  of  30,000 
shares  of  minin*^  stock  in  the  same  company,  which  had 
been  delivered  to  the  defendant  with  the  70,000  sliare«,  but 
had  been  borrowed  by  the  plaintiff  from  him  afterwards.  The 
notes  were  indorsed  by  the  defendant  by  counterclaim, 
Frances  M.  Patriarche,  wife  of  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant 
chiime<l  iKiyment  of  the  four  notes  less  $100  paid  on  ac- 
count of  tho  $300  note.  The  defenda.nt  Frances  M.  Patri- 
arche allegc»il  that  she  had  not  due  notice  of  dishonour  of 
tho  not<*s  for  $5,000  and  $300  res})ectively,  and  that  thev 
had  not  bcH>n  duly  presented  for  payment. 

N.  F.  Paterson,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

G.  T.  Blackstock,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

Boyd,  C. — I  heUl  at  the  he-aring  that  the  shares  of  the 
Bhiine  Company  were  held  by  the  (lefendant  in  security  for 
all  that  he  owed,  i.e.,  For  the  $5,000  note,  the  $400  note, 
and  the  $250  note,  mentioned  in  pleadings. 

I  find  that  tho  plaintiff  and  wife  are  lM>th  liable  for  the 
amount  of  tlie  $5,000  note  payable  on  demand  with  interest 
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from  8th  day  of  April,  1902.  I  do  not  give  effect  to  the 
fonteiition  that  they  are  or  either  of  them  is  discharged 
from  liability  because  it  was  not  presented  within  a  reason- 
able time.  See  Bills  of  Exchange  Act,  1890,  sec.  85.  A'l 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  repel  the  idea  that  any  detri- 
ment has  resulted  from  the  delay;  rather  was  it  in  ease  of 
the  indorsers  that  time  should  be  given  as  a  matter  of  gra'^e 
till  funds  could  be  obtained  from  the  works  in  constructioo 
at  Orillia. 

Judgment  should  be  against  them  personally  for  th>3 
amount.  I  find,  however,  that  the  wife  is  discharged  or 
is  not  liable  as  indorser  on  the  other  notes  of  $400  and 
$250.  No  evidence  of  presentment  and  notice  of  dishonour 
has  been  given  as  to  these,  and,  apart  from  that,  the  power 
of  attorney  under  which  the  husband  signed  his  wife's 
name  is  not  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  embrace  these 
notes.  The  context  of  the  power  of  attorney  shews  that  it 
wai^  intended  to  give  authority  to  indorse  in  connection 
with  financial  dealings  and  transactions  with  the  Imperial 
Bank  of  Canada,  and  no  connection  has  been  established 
between  that  power  of  attorney  and  these  notes  or  the  said 
bank. 

Judgment  should  be  against  the  plaintiff  alone  on  these 
last  two  notes,  with  interest  on  the  $400  note  from  31st 
»hily,  1900,  and  with  interest  on  the  $250  note  from  the 
12th  May,  1902,  when  the  counterclaim  was  made. 

As  to  this  demand  note,  there  is  no  evidence  of  any 
presentation  to  or  of  any  demand  prior  to  the  action.  (See 
Bills  of  Exchange  Act>  sec.  57.) 

Judgment  may  Ixj  entered  against  the  electrical  com- 
pany for  the  bdance  of  $200  on  their  note  of  20th  April. 
1900,  with  interest  from  the  date  of  payment  of  $100 
there<m  (this  precise  time  does  not  appear  in  the  pleadings 
or  evidence). 

The  defendant  is  entitled  to  enforce  his  lien  by  sale  of 
the  70,000  shares  in  his  hands  of  the  Blaine  stock,  and  is 
entitled  to  a  declaration  that  the  lien  extends  to  the  otlier 
30.000  shares  transferred  to  the  plaintiff  Patriarche  on  17th 
June,  1901,  and  then  agreed  to  be  retumedL 

The  plaintiff^s  action  is  dismissed  with  costs. 

The  defendant's  counterclaim  is  allowed  with  costs 
against  Patriai'che;  but  as  to  his  wife  no  costs  for  or  from 
her. 

N.  F.  Paterson,  Toronto,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

Beatty,  Blackstock,  Nesbitt,  Fasken,  &  Riddell,  Toronto, 
solicitors  for  defendant. 
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Falconbridge,  C.J.  June  10th,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

Re  PADGET  AND  CUBEEN, 
Will-OonsiructUm^IAfe  Estate. 

Motion  under  Vendor  and  Purchaser  Act. 

The  queetion  was  as  to  the  estate  taken  in  certain  land 
by  Janoes  Charles  Padget  under  the  devise  in  the  will  of 
his  father  in  the  following  terms: — 

To  my  son  James  Charles  all  the  south-east  portion  of 
aforesaid  lot  16  in  the  2nd  concession  Kidieau  front  con- 
taining 125  acres^  but  excepting  and  reserving  therefrom 
the  one  acre  hereinafter  reserved  for  my  diaughter  Matilda 
McCaffrey,  together  with  the  east  half  of  the  rear  30  acres 
owned  by  me  at  the  rear  of  lot  15  in  the  3rd  concession 
Rideau  fronts  all  in  the  said  township  of  Gloucester,  subject 
however  to  the  following  conditions  and  obligations,  that  is 
to  say,  that  my  son  James.  Charles  shall  pay  to  his  mother 
each  year  at  such  time  or  times  as  my  said  executors  shall 
appoint,  the  sum  of  $100  during  her  lifetime.  That  he, 
my  said  son  James  Chrfrles,  shall  not  and  is  hereby 
restricted  from,  at  any  time  during  his  lifetime,  sell- 
ing, incumbering  by  way  of  mortgage  or  loan,  or  in  any  way 
raising  money  or  money^s  worth  on  the  said  above  diescribed 
real  estate,  but  he  may  farm-rent  said  farm  property,  and 
collect  and  enjoy  said  rent,  provided  in  the  event  of  my  said 
son  Jamses  Charles  dying  without  leaving  lawful  heirs,  the 
above  described  farm  property  shall  become  the  property  of 
my  son  Alexander,  and  in  the  event  of  his  being  married 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  but  leaving  no  children,  then  and 
in  such  event  my  said  son  Alexander  shall  pay  to  the  wife 
her  dower  value,  but  in  the  event  of  ray  son  James  Charles 
leaving  issue,  the  above  farm  property  shall  pass  to  his 
children  unclouded  by  conditions  of  title.*  My  said  son 
James  Charles  shall  also  be  entitled  to  one-half  share  m 
bam  hereinbefore  mentioned,  and  the  right  of  a  roadway  to 
and  from  said  bam. 

G.  F.  Henderson,  Ottawa,  for  vendor. 

J«^Bishop,  Ottawa,  for  purchaser. 

W.  J.  Kidd,  Ottawa,  for  executors  and  a  devisee. 

C.  J.  R.  Bethune,  Ottawa,  for  infants. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — The  interests  of  the  infants 
would  not  be  bound  by  any  order  on  this  motion,  but,  as  the 
property  in  question  is  of  small  value,  and  treating  the 
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motion  as  made  under  Rule  938,  I  think  it  is  sufficient); 
cleiix  that  the  tt»statorV  intention  wat*  to  give  James  Charlc:? 
an  testate  for  life  only,  and  thus  ])revent  the  application  of  th  ? 
rule  a«5  to  res^traint  on  alienation  where  an  estate  in  fee 
simple  is  given.  Xo  order  as  to  costs,  except  that  vendor 
pay  costs  of  infants. 


June  16th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

MacLAUGHLIX  v.  lake  ERIE  AXD  DETROIT  RIVER 

R.  W.  CO. 

Leave  {o  Apiteal — ^uitrctne   Court  of   Canada— Con/travt — ConMrur- 
Hon  of — Caxe  mtt  Involving  Large  Interests  or  Great  Losm. 

Motion  hv  plaintiff  for  leave*  to  ap|H»al  from  judgment  of 
Court  of  Appeal  (1  ().  W.  R.  26G). 

The  motion  was  heard  bv  Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Mac- 

LENNAX,  Moss,  JJ.A.^ 

F.  C.  Cooke,  for  plaintiff. 
A.  W.  Anglin,  for  defendants 

Osler,  J. A. — The  question  was  simply  one  of  constnic- 
tion  of  the  contract  between  the  {>arties  and  the  aseertai?i- 
ment  of  the  defendants'  rights  thereunder.  On  this  point 
tiiere  was  a  difference  of  opinion,  but  none  on  the  question 
whether  the  contract  ought  to  be  reformed — a  point  which 
was  tliroughout  <leLidcd  adversely  to  the  plaintiff. 

That  there  was  a  difference  of  o])inion  is  not  of  itself 
a  reason  for  granting  leave  to  appeal,  certainly  not  where 
tlio  question  at  issue  is  not  one  of  large  and  general  appli- 
cation— Fisher  v.  Fisher,  '^8  8.  C.  R.  494,  and  James  v. 
Grand  Trunk  R.  W.  Co.  (not  reported),  illustrates  both 
aspects  of  this — or  the  action  is  not  one  involving  large  in- 
terests or  great  loss  to  the  unsuccessful  party. 

Here,  what  is  comijlaintnl  of  does  not  involve  any  chani^e 
in  the  appearance  of  the  plaintitrs  patented  invention,  an-l 
is  an  improvement  on  it  from  the  defendants"  point  of  view. 
And,  whether  an  improvement  or  not,  it  belongs  to  and  may 
be  made  use  of  by  the  plaintiff  as  ])art  of  his  invention. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  he  suffers  or  is  likelv  to  suffer 
serious  damage  by  what  is  complained  of,  and  the  action 
ap])ears  to  have  been  brought  more  because  of  the  plaintiff'-? 
obieetion  to  anv  chanin*  beinsr  introduced  bv  the  defendants 
in  workintr  his  invention  than  for  anv  other  reason,  unless 
indecnl.  it  were  to  unable  him  to  get  rid  of  his  agreement 
altogether. 
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We  think  that  no  cas^e  is  made  out  for  granting  leave  to 
appeal  further,  and,  therefore,  tliat  the  motion  must  be 
dismissed. 

!Maclennan  and  Moss,  JJ.A.,  concurred. 

Armour,  C.J.O.,  dissented. 


Britton,  J.  June  21st,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

REX  V.  I^IARTIN. 
Conviction — Keeping  House  of  Ill-fame— Evidence, 

Application  by  Kate  Martin  for  order  for  issue  of  writ 
of  hat)eas  corpus  and  certiorari  in  aid.  She  was  convicted 
of  keeping  a  house  of  ill-fame,  and  committed  to  the  Mer- 
cer Kef ormatory  for  six  months  at  hard  labour. 

J.  M.  Godfrey,  for  defendant,  contended  that  there  was 
no  evidence  shewing  her  to  be  the  keeper  of  a  house  uf 
ill-fame,  as  charged  in  the  information. 

Britton,  J. : — Upon  the  evidence,  if  the  magistrate  ac- 
cepted it,  he  was  at  perfect  liberty  to  make  a  valid  convic- 
tion for  an  offence  under  the  statute  within  his  jurisdiction 
to  try,  and,  therefore,  there  is  no  probable  and  reasonable 
ground  for  the  defendant's  complaint  that  she  is  unlawfully 
detained.     Motion  dismissed. 

Robinette  &  Godfrey,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  defendant 


Britton,  J.  June  21st,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

MURPHY  V.  BRODIE. 

iVtoy  of  Proceedings— Consolidation  of  Actions — Parties — Jury  Notice, 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  order  of  local  Judge  at  Sand- 
wich dismissing  application  by  defendant  to  stay  proceed- 
ings in  this  action,  or  to  consolidate  it  with  another  in  which 
the  same  issues  are  involved,  and  from  order  granting  plain- 
tiff's motion  to  strike  out  jury  notice. 

Action  to  compel  defendant  to  indemnify  plaintiff  for 
moneys  expended  by  plaintiff  as  trustee  for  defendant  and 
one  Margaret  Stuart  upon  a  contract  of  indemnity  made  by 
the  defendant.  An  action  for  account  brought  by  Margaret 
Stuart  against  the  plaintiff  is  pending,  to  which  the  present 
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defendant  is  not  a  party.  After  notice  of  trial  for- non- 
jury sittings  given,  defendant  served  jury  notice  and 
launched  motion  to  consolidate  or  stay  present  action. 

F.  £.  Hodgins,  for  defendant. 

F.  A.  Anglin,  for  plaintiff. 

Britton,  J. — Appeal  as  to  striking  out  jury  notice  dis- 
missed. 

Appeal  as  to  order  refusing  to  stay  proceedings  allowed, 
and  order  made  postponing  trial  of  this  cause  until  after 
the  sittings  of  the  High  Court  of  Justice  to  be  holden  at 
Sandwich  on  the  23rd  instant^  so  as  to  permit  the  estate  of 
Margaret  Stuart  to  be  represented,  and  to  permit  of  the  de- 
fendant herein  being  made  a  party  in  the  suit  of  Stuart 
against  the  now  plaintiff,  as  the  plaintiff  desires. 

It  seems  to  me  quite  clear  upon  the  plaintiff's  own  shew- 
ing that  if  there  is  any  liability  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
in  this  action  to  the  plaintiff,  it  is  a  liability  a^  surety  for  the 
late  Margaret  Stuart  in  reference  to  hotel  property,  which 
property  is  in  the  control  of  plaintiff,  and  I  think  plain- 
tiff cannot  be  prejudiced  by  this  delay,  so  that  an  oppor- 
tunity may  be  given  to  have  the  accounts  of  plaintiff  in- 
vestigated, and  thus  have  the  liability  of  defendant,  and  ex- 
tent of  that  liability,  determined. 

Order  as  to  costs  varied  and  all  costs  of  application  ho 
Ipoal  Judge  and  of  this  appeal  to  be  costs  in  the  cause. 

Leave  to  either  party  to  make  such  further  application 
as  to  consolidation  or  adding  parties  as  they  may  deem 
necessary. 

J.  E.  O'Connor,  Windsor,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

Davis  &  Healy,  Windsor,  solicitors  for  defendant. 
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June  23rd,  190^. 
divisional  court. 

THOMPSON  V.  THOMPSON. 

Etulence — Convboration — Action  on  Note  by  a  Deceased  Persoth^ 
Vofnparison  of  Hignaiure  with  one  on  a  Registered  Mortgage, 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  County  Court 
of  Peel  in  favour  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  upon  a  promid- 
sory  note  purporting  to  be  made  by  the  deceased  person 
whose  executors  and  executrix  are  the  defendants  in  the 
action.  The  signature  to  the  note  was  denied  upon  the 
pleadings.  The  plaintiff,  being  called  as  a  witness,  swore 
that  the  deceased  had  signed  the  note.  A  mortgage,  also 
purporting  to  be  made  by  deceased,  was  produced,  with  the 
county  registrar's  certificate  of  its  due  registration  in- 
dorsed, but  no  evidence  was  given  of  any  comparison  of  th^ 
two  signatures.  A  nonsuit,  upon  the  ground  that  there 
was  no  suflBcient  corroboration  of  plaintiff's  claim,  wa€ 
moved  for,  but  refused.  The  main  question  was  whether 
the  Judge  was  entitled  to  look  at  the  signature  to  the  mort- 
^a^e  for  the  purpose  of  comparing  it  with  that  to  the  note, 
and  determining  whether  the  latter  was  a  genuine  signature. 

B.  F.  Justin,  Brampton,  for  defendants. 

E.  6.  Graham,  Brampton,  for  plaintiff. 

The  Court  (Falconbridge,  C.J.,  Street,  J.,  Brit- 
ton,  J.),  held  that  the  Judge  was  entitled  to  make  the 
comparison,  and  that  plaintiff's  evidence  was  sufficiently 
corroborated   under   R.  S.  0.  ch.  73,  sec.  10. 

Falconbridge,  C.J.,  referred  to  Cobbett  v.  Kilminster, 
4  F.  &  F.  490:  King  v.  Kine,  30  TJ.  R.  C.  26;  Thompson  v, 
Bennett,  22  C.  P.  at  p.  406. 

Appeal   dismissed  with  costs. 
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MacMahon,  J.  '  June  26th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

UNION  BANK  OF  CANADA  v.  CUNNINGHAM. 

Division  Courts — Prohibition — Promiasoru  Notes— iSpUttino  Cause 
of  Action — H,  iS.  O.  ch.  60,  sec.  90  (1) — Omission  by  Judge  to 
Take  Down  Evidcfwe  at  Trial. 

Motion  by  the  defendant  Jahn  Cunningham  for  an 
order  prohibiting  the  plaintiffs  from  issuing  execution  from 
the  10th  Division  Court  in  the  county  of  York,  on  a  judg- 
ment recovered  against  him  on  the  12th  June  instant,  for 
the  amount  of  two  promissory  notes,  one  dated  1st  April, 
1901,  payable  in  three  months,  for  f79.01,  and  the  other, 
dated  4th  June,  1901,  payable  in  one  month,  for  $78.75, 
both  notes  being  payable  to  the  order  of  the  defendants 
the  Guelph  Paving  Company,  at  the  Union  Bank  at  To- 
ronto. 

J.  G.  O'Donoghue,  for  defendant. 

D.  W.  Saunders,  for  plaintiffs. 

MacMahon,  J.: — The  defendant  Cunningham  resides 
at  Guelph,  and  the  other  defendants  carry  on  business 
there.  Cunningham  was  personally  served  with  a  copy  of 
the  summons  on  the  14th  May,  under  which  he  had  twelve 
days  to  dispute  the  claim.  On  the  23rd  May  both  defend- 
ants filed  dispute  notes,  disputing  the  plaintiffs'  claim  and 
also  the  jurisdiction  of  the"  Court,  claiming  that  the  action 
should  be  tried  at  Guelph. 

The  amount  being  over  $100,  and  payable  by  the  con- 
tracts of  the  parties  at  Toronto,  the  action  was  brought  at 
Toronto  as  being  within  sec.  90  of  the  Division  Courts  Act, 
R.  S.  ().  ch.  60. 

The  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  the  Division  Court  shews 
that  two  letters  from  Cunningham  to  the  plaintiffs'  soli- 
citors, dated  3rd  July  and  5th  July,  1901,  were  put  in  at 
the  trial,  in  which  he  asks  a  renewal  of  one  of  the  notes, 
and  says  he  hopes  to  pay  the  other  in  the  course  of  a  week. 

It  was  urged  by  Mr.  O'Donoghue  that,  there  being  two 
notes,  there  are  two  contracts,  and  therefore  the  claim  Is 
not  **  a  contract "  exceeding  $100,  and  does  not  come 
within  sec.  90,  sub-sec.  1.  There  are  two  promissory  notes, 
both  by  their  terms  payable  in  Toronto,  and  both  may  be 
sued  in  one  action,  and  they  form  in  the  aggregate  a  sum 
exceeding  $100.  By  the  Interpretation  Act,  B.  S.  0.  ch. 
1,  sec.  8,  sub.-sec.  24,  "  Words  importing  the  singular  num- 
ber .  .  .  shall  include  more  persons,  parties  or  things 
of  the  same  kind  than  one     .     .     .     and  the  converse." 
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Brazill  v.  Johns,  24  0.  R.  209,  does  not  apply  here,  that 
case  not  being  within  sec.  86  (now  sec.  90)  of  the  Act,  be- 
cause the  note  sued  upon  was  for  $99,  and  it  was  the  in- 
terest alone  which  amounted  to  f23,  which  brought  the 
claim  over  flOO;  and  interest  was  not  payable  except  as 
damages.  There  was  not  a  contract  to  pay  more  than  $99. 
In  the  present  case  there  are  two  sums  of  money  which 
Cunningham  contracted  to  pay  in  Toronto,  which  being 
added  together  exceed  f  100,  and  therefore  the  case  is  within 
sec.  90,  and  the  only  way  in  which  the  defendant  could 
have  the  place  of  trial  changed  was  by  an  application  to  the 
Judge  of  the  Court  in  Toronto  on  an  affidavit  containing 
the  requirements  prescribed  by  sub-sec.  4  of  sec.  90. 

The  other  point  on  which  prohibition  was  moved  was 
that  the  learned  County  Court  Judge  did  not  take  down 
the  evidence  at  the  trial,  as  required  by  sec.  121. 

The  taking  of  the  evidence  is  required  for  the  purpose 
of  appeal.  And  the  omission  to  take  the  evidence  would 
fonn  no  ground  for  prohibition.  Nor  would  such  omission 
invalidate  the  trial  of  the  cause:  Bank  of  Montreal  v.  Stat- 
ten,  1  C.  L.  T.  66;  Sullivan  v.  Francis,  18  A.  R.  121. 

The  case  is  governed  by  Hill  v.  Hicks,  28  0.  R.  390. 

The  motion  must  be  refused  with  costs. 


Street,  J.  June  26th,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

MACDONELL  v.  CITY  OP  TORONTO. 

AHSfM^tnent  and  Taxee— -Local  Improvement--**  Oumer  "— "  Taxable 
Fer8on''—l*etit ion— Two-Thirds  in  Number  of  Owners— One- 
Half  in   Value  of  Real  Property  Benefited— Buildings— Land, 

Special  case.  The  plaintiff  is  the  "  owner,"  within  sec. 
o'68  of  the  Municipal  Act,  of  a  parcel  of  land  in  the  city 
of  Toronto,  between  Cecil  and  Baldwin  streets.  Xine  per- 
sons, including  plaintiff,  are  assessed  as  owners  of  property 
in  the  same  block,  fronting  on  Huron  street,  and  "the 
city  of  Toronto  "  is  on  the  roll  in  respect  of  two  parcels  in 
the  same  block,  with  the  word  "exempt"  opposite  the 
name.  Six  of  the  persons  assessed  as  owners  have  peti- 
tioned the  cotmcil  for  an  asphalt  pavement  on  Huron  street 
between  Cecil  and  Baldwin  streets,  as  a  local  improvemenc 
under  sec.  668  of  the  Municipal  Act.  The  value  of  the 
lands  and  buildings  of  these  six  is,  according  to  the  roll, 
$14,553,  while  that  of  the  lands  and  buildings  of  the  three 
others,  including  the  plaintiff,  is  f  13,959,  and  the  value  of 
the  vacant  lots  of  the  city  is  f  3,060. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  C.  A.  Moss,  for  the  plaintiff. 

J.  S.  Fullerton,  K.C.,  and  T.  Caswell,  for  defendants. 
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Street,  J.,  held  that,  under  these  circumstances,  the 
petition  has  been  signed  by  two-thirds  in  number  of  the 
owners  and  one-hali  in  value  of  the  real  property  to  be 
benefited.  As  to  the  proportion  of  value,  the  buildings 
must  be  taken  into  account  as  well  as  the  lands;  and  tho 
city  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  an  owner  within  sec.  668,  not 
being  a  "  taxable  person,"  and  being  improperly  mentioned 
in  the  roll,  and  should  not  be  counted  in  reckoning  the 
number  of  owners  or  in  ascertaining  the-  proportion  of 
value. 

Judgment  for  defendants  with  cotsts. 


Britton,  J.  June  18th,  1902. 

chambers. 
Re  chapman. 

Will— Construction — Absolute  Interest — Gift — Intestacy. 

Motion  under  Rule  938  by  the  executors  of  the  will  of 
Parish  Chapman,  deceased,  for  an  order  declaring  the  true 
confitruction. 

The  will  provided  as  follows:  I  give  unto  my  sister-in- 
law  Mary  Ann  Smith  the  sum  of  $500,  said  sum  to  be  de- 
posited in  a  bank,  and  she  is  to  draw  the  interest  of  said 
1500  for  her  benefit  during  her  natural  life,  and  at  her 
decease  the  said  principal  f500  is  to  be  given  to  her  eldest 
sou  Edward  Chapman  Smith  to  be  used  for  his  benefit  dur- 
ing his  natural  life.  2nd.  I  give  unto  my  beloved  wife 
Jane  Chapman  all  which  may  remain  after  the  disposition 
of  the  aforesaid  f500,  consisting  of  all  my  real  and  per- 
sonal property,  consisting  of  my  farm,  including  all  imple- 
ments, live  and  dead  stock,  all  buildings  and  dwelling  house, 
with  all  household  furniture  therein,  useful  and  oma^ 
mental,  also  all  moneys  in  bank  or  banks  wherever  they 
may  be  deposited,  with  the  interest  accruing  thereto,  and 
any  and  all  mortgages  and  notes,  with  the  interest  thereon, 
that  I  hold  or  may  hold  at  the  time  of  my  decease;  and  said 
executors  hereinafter  named  shall  immediatelv  after  mv  de- 
cease  dispose  of  all  the  aforesaid  property  by  sale  and  the 
proceeds  or  moneys  arising  from  such  sale  shall  safely  be 
deposited  where  good  security  can  be  obtained  and  the  In- 
tercast of  the  same  shall  go  to  my  beloved  wife  Jane  Chap- 
man for  her  sole  benefit  during  her  natural  life.  3rd.  And 
at  the  decease  of  my  wife  the  portion  given  unto  her  shall 
be  divided  equally  among  the  following  persons  :  Albert 
Chapman,  Parish  Chapman,  and  George  Chapman,  sons  of 
my  brother  John  Chapman,  John  Cox,  son  of  my  sister 
Ann   Cox,  deceased,  Ann  Crosley,  daughter   of  my    sister 
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£liza  Jane  Hookham,  deceased  ;  Kobert  Watfion^  Beuben 
Watson,  Jesse  Watson,  and  Agnes  Watson,  sons  and  daugh- 
ter of  my  sister  Sarah  Jane  Watson;  and  William  Chap- 
man, son  of  my  brother  Charles  Chapman,  deceased.  All 
to  be  for  their  benefit  during  their  natural  lives. 

J.  J.  Maclaren,  K.C.,  for  the  executors,  stated  that  h»3' 
had  been  unable  to  find  authority  in  point. 

N.  W.  Bowell,  for  David  Porkess,  executor  under  the 
will  of  Jane  Chapman,  widow  of  the  testator,  and  for  the 
said  David  Porkess  personally,  cited  Savage  v.  Tyers,  L.  B. 
1  Ch.  356. 

F.  W.  Harcourt,  for  the  infants. 

Britton,  J. — The  testator  made  his  will  on  the  12th 
August,  1887,  and  he  died  on  the  17th  October  following.  • 

In  addition  to  the  presumption  against  intestacy  as  lo 
any  portion  of  the  testator^s  estate,  there  is  internal  evi- 
dence in  the  will  itself  that  this  testator  intended  then,  and 
by  that  will,  to  dispose  of  all  he  had.  I  quite  concede  what 
wai^  argued  by  Mr.  Rowell,  that  a  Judge  ought  >  not,  because 
of  any  difficulty  or  embarrassment  that  would  or  possibly 
could  arise  from  declaring  intestacy  as  to  the  corpus  or 
any  part  of  the  estate,  to  hesitate  to  so  declare.  It  is  for 
me,  if  possible,  to  ascertain  from  this  will  what  was  the 
intention  of  the  testator.  Lord  Cottenham  said  in  Lassence 
V.  Tiemey,  1  Macn.  &  G.  561,  cited  in  Hancock  v.  Watson, 
[1902]  A.  C.  22,  that  if  the  terms  of  the  gift  are  ambigu- 
ous, you  must  seek  assistance  in  construing  it — ^in  saying 
whether  it  is  expressed  as  an  absolute  gift  or  not — from 
the  other  parts  of  the  will. 

The  testator  here  gives  $500  to  Ann  Smith,  but  he 
limits  the  disposition  of  that  so  that  in  reality  she  gets  for 
her  own  use  absolutely  only  the  interest  upon  it.  At  her  . 
death  this  $500  ^^  is  to  be  given  to  her  eldest  son  Edward 
Chapman  Smith/^  And  this  sum,  not  the  interest  alone, 
he  can  use  "  for  his  benefit  during  his  natural  life." 

Then  the  testator  gives  to  his  wife  Jane  Chapman  all 
that  remains  after  the  $500  is  taken  out,  but  he  limits  her 
for  her  own  use  absolutely  to  the  interest  only,  and  when 
the  capital  is  no  longer  needed  to  earn  interest  for  his  wife 
he  gives  it  all  to  the  persons  named,  and  all  "  for'  their 
benefit  during  their  natural  lives/' 

I  can  come  to  no  other  conclusion  than  that  the  testa- 
tor intended  to  make  and  did  make  a  careful  selection  of 
those  named  from  the  possible  claimants  upon  his  bountv. 
He  intended  to  dispose  of  all  his  estate.  He  knew  of  those 
relatives  of  his  who,  if  not  mentioned,  could,  in  the  event 
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of  intestacy,  claim,  and  I  think  he  intended,  and  by  his  will 
carried  out  his  intention,  of  disposing  of  all  absolutely  by 
a  payment  over  of  the  $500  after  the  death  of  Ann  Smith 
and  by  a  division  of  the  rest  after  the  death  of  Jane  Chap- 
man. 

"  A  gift  even  of  income  to  A.  for  life  and  then  to  B. 
indefinitely  gives  B.  the  absolute  interest:"  Clough  v. 
Wynne,  2  Mad.  188;  Theobald  on  WUls,  5th  ed.,  p.  42G. 
This  seems  to  me  a  stronger  case  in  favour  of  the  persons^ 
named  in  the  will. 

The  questions  will  be  answered  as  follows: 

(1)  That  portion  of  the  corpus  of  the  estate  of  Parish 
Chapman  directed  to  be  held  by  the  executors  in  trust  dur- 
ing the  life  of  Jane  Chapman  is  to  be  immediately  divisible 
among  the  persons  named  in  the  3rd  paragraph  of  Parish 
Chapman^s  will  and  their  representatives. 

(2)  Said  persons  and  their  representatives  take  an  ab- 
solute interest  in  the  said  property. 

(3)  The  sum  of  $500  in  the  first  paragraph  of  the  will 
mentioned  is  an  absolute  gift  to  Edward  Chapman  Smith, 
and  upon  the  death  of  his  mother  the  said  Edward  Chap- 
man Smith  shall  be  entitled  to  said  sum  absolutely. 

(4)  The  said  testator  did  not  die  intestate  as  to  any  of 
his  property  or  estate. 

(5)  Costs  of  all  parties  out  of  the  estate. 


Brixton,  J.  June  27th,  1902 

chambers. 

Be  BURCH. 

Will—Legacit— Period  of  Vesting— Direction  to  Distribute  Estate- 
Discretion  of  Ewecvtors. 

Application  by  the  executors  of  the  will  of  Peter  Burch, 
under  Eule  938,  for  an  order  declaring  the  construction  of 
the  will.  The  will  was  made  on  the  1st  Februan;,  1902, 
and  the  testator  died  on  the  17th  March  following.  Pro- 
bate was  granted  to  the  executors.  The  clauses  creating 
diflBculty  are  the  following:  2.  "I  give  to  my  son  John  H. 
Burch  $2,500,  and  to  my  daughter  Charity  Heaslip,  wife  of 
Matthias  Heaslip,  $3,500."  3.  "  It  is  my  express  will  that 
no  money  so  willed  to  my  son  John  H.  Burch  shall  be  paid 
to  him  while  his  wife  Addie  Burch  is  living,  and  it  is  also 
my  will  that  no  money  so  willed  to  my  daughter  Charity 
Heaslip  shall  be  paid  to  her  while  her  husband  Mafthias 
Heaslip  is  living,  unless  through  some  misfortune  they  or 
either  of  them  should  become  needy,  when  my  executors 
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may  pay. them  all,  or  such  amounts  as  they  may  deem  neces- 
sary for  their  comfortable  support  and  maintenance/^  8. 
*'  And  it  is  also  my  will  that  all  legacies  mentioned  in  this 
my  will  shall  be  paid  and  satisfied  not  later  than  ten  years 
after  my  decease,  and  it  is  especially  my  will  that  in  case 
any  dispute  or  disagreement  arises  between  my  legatees,  or 
between  my  legatees  and  executors,  such  dispute  shall  be 
settled  by  arbitration  in  the  usual  way,  without  litigation 
in  court  of  law/^  Apart  from  creditors  and  from  donees 
of  sm^U  specific  bequests,  the  only  persons  interested  in  the 
estate  are  the  two  legatees  above  mentioned,  and  their 
brother  Francis  Oscar  Burch,  these  three  being  residuary 
devisees.  Francis  Oscar  was  given  $2,500  without  limita- 
tion as  to  time  of  payment.  All  interested  are  of  full  age 
and  consent  to  be  bound  by  the  order  to  be  made. 

C.  H.  Pettit,  Welland,  for  executors. 

E.  E.  A.  DuVemet,  for  legatee. 

Britton,  J.,  held,  referring  to  Re  Wartmen,  22  0.  B. 
601,  and  Curtis  v.  Larkin,  5  Beav.  155,  that  the  gifts  of 
$2,500  each  to  John  H.  Burch  and  Charity  Heaslip  are  im- 
mediate gifts  to  each,  and  are  not  made  contingent  by  the 
testator's  direction  as  to  payment.  The  "  vesting  ^^  was  not 
suspended  or  postponed.  Apart  from  the  discretion  give.'i 
to  the  executors  to  pay  in  certain  contingencies,  they  have 
the  right  to  pay  and  should  wind  up  the  estate.  The  tes- 
tator^s  direction  to  distribute  the  estate  within  ten  years 
overrides  the  former  expressed  wish  as  to  payment  to  the 
two  legatees. 

Order  accordingly.     Costs  out  of  the  estate. 

German  &  Pettit,  Welland,  solicitors  for  executors. 

Ingersoll  &  Kingstone,  St.  Catharines,  solicitors  for 
legatee. 


June  27th,  190:3. 
divisional  court. 

Be  THURESSON,  MACKENZIE  v.  THURESSON. 

Mortgage— Release  of  Part  of  Land  with  Right  of  Way  by  Mortgagee 
— Effect  of— Dedication— Release  of  Right  of  Way  hy  Adjoin- 
ing OiDners. 

Appeal  by  Edith  B.  E.  Thuresson  from  a  certificate  of 
the  Master  in  Ordinary  to  the  effect  that  the  claimants  S. 
M.  Abercrombie  and  B.  C.  Laird  have  removed  the  cloud 
on  the  title  created  by  the  instruments  referred  to  in  a 
former  decision,  reported  3  0.  L.  R.  271,  and  ante  p.  4, 
and  are  now  entitled  to  prove  their  claims  under  the  mort- 
gage of  15th  October,  1887.     The  claimants  produced  in 
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the  Master's  Office,  in  pursuance  of  the  leave  given  them  by 
the  foniier  order,  releases  to  them,  of  any  claims  to  a  right 
of  way  over  any  part  of  block  A.,  except  the  portion  of  it 
lying  immediately  north  of  the  easterly  40  feet  of  lot  1, 
nortli  of  Queen  street  and  west  of  Sorauren  avenue  in  the 
city  of  Toronto.  The  releases  were  executed  by  Amelia  M. 
Cowan,  Samuel  Clare,  B.  McQuillan,  and  the  executors  of 
Edward  Hickson's  will.  The  appellant  is  one  of  the  per- 
sons interested  in  the  estate  of  Eyre  Thul'esson.  She  gave 
evidence  to  shew  that  by  reason  of.  an  alleged  dedication  by 
the  owner  of  the  equity  of  redemption  to  the  public,  and 
of  user  by  the  public,  the  whole  of  block  A.  had  become 
and  remained  a  public  highway  at  the  time  of  the  part  dis- 
charge executed  by  Samuel  Clare,  who  then  owned  the 
mortgage  in  question,  to  the  executors  of  Hickson,  on  r20tii 
January,  1893,  mentioned  in  the  former  decision;  and  that 
it  has  ever  since  been  and  still  is  a  public  highway. 

J.  1).  Montgomery,  for  appellant.  By  reasoii  of  thi<? 
part  discharge,  the  rights  of  the  public  have  intervened,  and 
are  no  longer  subject  to  the  mortgage,  and  these  rights 
cannot  bo  taken  away  from  the  public  and  restored  to  the 
mortgagee  by  any  act  of  any  private  person. 

11.  U.  ^IcPherson  and  J.  E.  Jones,  for  respective  mort- 
gagees. 

The  Court  (Falconbridge,  C.J.,  Street,  J.,  Brit- 
ton,  J.J[  held  that  the  effect  of  the  instruments  produced 
would  be  to  vest  in  the  present  mortgagee,  Miss  Abercrom- 
bie,  the  rights  which  had  been  improperly  released  ])y  Clare, 
under  which  she  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  prove;  and  the 
Master  was  right  in  holding  that  these  instruments  removed 
the  cloud  on  the  title  created  by  the  part  discharge,  and 
that  they  are  entitled  to  prove  under  the  mortgage.  Ap- 
peal dismissed  with  costs. 

June  28th,  1902. 
C.  A. 
McCREADY  v.  GAXANOQUE  WATER  POWER  CO. 

Waters  and  ^^aterdmrtteH — Dam— Diversion  of  Waters — Riparian 
Proprietor— Order  of  Judge  under  R,  S.  0.  7877  eh.  Uh  (R. 
.V.  O.    li^97    eh.  LiD^Notice. 

Appeal  }>y  defendants  from  judgment  of  Tx)UXT,  J. 
Action  for  injimction  restraining  defendants,  the  owners 
of  a  water-power  at  the  town  of  Gananoque,  fed  by  Wiltsie 
creek  and  Gananoque  river,  from  opening  their  dam  and 
letting  water  flow  down  on  plaintiffs'  land«,  and  for  dam- 
ages.    Up  to  1900  defendants    compensated    plaintiffs    for 


4dd 

damages  suffered  by  them,  but  have  refused  to  allow  any 
compensation  for  the  year  1900,  and  set  up  that  the  damage 
alleged  to  have  been  sustained  is  the  result  of  the  situation 
of  plaintiffs'  land,  and  that  any  payments  made  to  present 
plaintiffs,  or  other  riparian  proprietors,  were  made  for  th.) 
sake  of  peace,  and  not  intended  as  admission  of  any  lia- 
bility to  pay  same.  The  trial  Judge  held  that  defendants 
had  not  the  right  to  cause  water  to  flow  on  plaintiffs'  lands 
other  than  the  natural  flow  of  Wiltsie  creek,  or  to  so 
control  or  manage  the  dam  or  outlet  of  Charleston  lake  as* 
to  cast  more  than  the  natural  flow  of  water  upon  plaintiffs^ 
lands,  and  granted  a  perpetual  injunction,  and  awarded 
damas^es  to  plaintiffs. 

(i.   H.  Watson,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

li.  T.  AValkem,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
Garrow,  J  J.  a.)  was  delivered  by 

Garrow,  J.A. — By  the  order  of  the  Judge  of  the  County 
Court  of  Leeds  and  Grenville,  made  in  1886,. under  R.  S.  0. 
1877  eh.  114  (R.  S.  0.  1897  ch.  141),  without  notice  to 
plaintiffs,  the  defendants  were  given  permission  to  build 
a  dam  at  Charleston  lake  outlet,  the  top  of  which  shall  be 
four  ffct  above  the  level  of  an  old  dam.  Fearing  a  flood,  in 
June,  1900,  the  defendants  opened  the  dam  gates,  and 
removed  several  of  the  top  logs,  and  released  a  quantity  of 
water  into  Wiltsie  creek,  which  overflowed  on  plaintiffs' 
lands.  The  defendants,  in  my  opinion,  were  not  justifiei 
in  doing  this  under  the  order  of  the  Judge.  The  plaintiffs 
were  not  parties  to  the  proceedings  upon  which  the  order 
was  obtained,  and  the  defendants  had  no  right  whatever  to 
cause  a  discharge  of  the  water  into  the  creek  to  the  "njury 
of  ]>laintiffs.  The  damages  were  properly  assessed,  but 
there  is  no  evidence  to  shew  that  the  trespass  will  be  con- 
tinued or  was  done  maliciously,  and  an  injunction  is  not 
necessary:  Ellis  v.  Clemens,  21  0.  R.  p.  23i-2. 

Appeal  allowed  as  to  injunction;  otherwise  dismissed 
with  cost^. 

Walkem  &  Walkem,  Kingston,  solicitors  for  plaintiffs. 
E.  H.  Britton,  Kingston,  solicitor  for  defendants. 

June  28th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

McGARR  V.  TOWX  OF  PRESCOTT. 
MunivipaJ    Corporation — Eifjhtcav — ^on-repair— Sidewalk — Damages, 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  Ferguson  J., 
ante  p.  53. 
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J.  B.  Clarke,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

J.  A.    Hufchesou,  Brockville,  for  plaintiff. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Osle'r,  Maclennan,  Moss^ 
Garrow,  JJ.A.)  was  delivered  by 

OsLER,  J.  A.  (after  agreeing  with  the  trial  Judge  in 
all  his  findings): — ^1  cannot  avoid  thinking  that  the  amouni^ 
at  which  the  damages  have  been  assessed  is  too  liberal  an 
allowance,  considering  the  nature  of  the  injuries— a  sprained 
ankle  and  an  affection  of  the  sciatic  nerve — ^no  doubt,  a 
severe  and  painful  one,  arising  some  time  after  the  accident, 
and  attributed,  whether  rightly  or  wrongly,  to  ity  but  from 
the  effect  of  which  the  plaintiff  may  expect  to  recover  at  no- 
very  distant  time-     Taking  everything  into  consideration, 
an  award  of  $900  would  more  nearly  meet  the  justice  of 
the  case. 

Judgment  reduced  to  $900,  and  appeal  dismissed  with 
costs. 


June  28th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

GABY  V.  CITY  OF  TORONTO. 

Municipal     Corporation — Highwai^—Non^epair^-Accident     to    Foot 

Passenger — Negligence, 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  MacMahon,  J., 
in  favour  of  plaintiff,  in  action  tried  at  Toronto,  brought  by 
the  widow  and  administratrix  of  Levi  (Jaby,  late  of  Ricli-^ 
mond  Hill,  deceased,  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  which 
caused  his  death.  The  trial  Judge  found,  after  a  lengthy 
review  of  the  evidence,  that  deceased  left  the  Commercial 
Hotel,  in  Jarvis  street,  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  on  19th 
November,  1900,  at  8.30  p.m.,  in  a  sober  condition,  and  that 
his  body  was  found  between  7  and  8  o'clock  the  next  morn- 
ing in  a  hole,  4 1-2  feet  wide  and  nearly  8  feet  deep,  dug 
three  weeks  before  by  the  contractor  for  masonry  work  of 
the  new  St.  Lawrence  market,  added  as  third  party;  that 
the  hole  was  not  properly  guarded,  and  was  16  feet  from 
the  building  wall,  and  on  the  west  side  of  Jarvis  street,  and 
deceased  fell  into  it;  and  that,  under  his  contract  with 
the  defendants,  the  third  party,  James  Crang,  was  liable 
to  them. 

A.  F.  Lobb  and  W.  C.  Chisholm,  for  defendants. 

T.  H.  Lennox,  Aurora,  and  S.  B.  Woods,  for  plaintiff. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss,. 
Garrow,  JJ.A.)  was  delivered  by 

Osler,  J. A.: — We  are  satisfied  that  there  was  abundant 
evidence  of  negligence,  for  which  the  city  is  responsible,  in 
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the  condition  of  the  highway ;  and  the  death  of  the  plaintiff's 
husband  has  been  properly  attributed  to,  and  was  the  direct 
and  well-proved  result  of,  such  negligence.  We  agree,  too, 
that  the  attempt  to  fasten  contributory  negligence  upon 
the  deceased  entirely  fails. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

June  28th,  1902. 
C.   A. 

Re  TOKONTO  RAILWAY  CO.  and  CITY  OF  TORONTO. 

Assesifment  and  Taxe9— Street  Railway — Trolley  Cars — Real  Estate, 

Appeal  by  the  Toronto  Railway  Company  from  the  judg- 
ment (if  a  board  of  County  Judges  (McDougall,  HcG-ib- 
BON,  and  McCrimmon,  JJ.)  under  the  Assessment  Act, 
holding  that  trolley  cars  of  the  company  are  assessable  as 
part  of  or  attached  to  the  real  estate  of  the  company,  the 
principle  of  Bank  of  Montreal  v.  Kirkpatrick,  2  0.  L.  R.  113, 
being  applied. 

J.  Bicknell,  K.C.,  for  the  appellants. 

J.  S.  Fullerton,  K.C.,  and  A.  F.  Lobb,  for  the  city  cor- 
poration. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
Garrow,  JJ.A.)  was  delivered  by 

Osler,  J.A.,  affirming  the  judgment  below,  upon  the 
application  of  the  principle  laid  down  in  the  case  cited. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 


June  28th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

CUSHEN  V.  CITY  OF  HAMILTON. 

Municipal  Corporation — Invalid  By-law — Payment  of  Money  Under 

— Recovery  from  Corporation. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  Rose,  J.,  in. 
favour  of  plaintiflE,  in  action  tried  at  Hamilton,  brought  to 
recover  certain  money  paid  to  defendants  in  1896  and  1897, 
under  the  provisions  of  a  by-law  requiring  vendors  of  cer- 
tain meats  in  quantities  of  less  than  a  carcass  to  take  out 
a  license.  The  by-law  was  declared  invalid  in  October,  1898, 
upon  return  of  an  order  nisi  to  quash  a  conviction  of  plain- 
tiff under  it:  Reg.  v.  Cushen,  not  reported.  The  trial  Judge 
held,  on  the  facts,  that  the  payment  made  by  plaintiff  was 
not  voluntary:  Morgan  v.  Palmer,  2  B.  "X  C.  729;  that  it 
was  not  necessary  to  quash  the  by-law  before  bringing  the 
action,  and  not  being  an  action  of  tort,  no  notice  was  neces- 
sary: Mallot  V.  Mersea,  9  0.  R.  611 ;  that  the  claims  assigned 
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to  plaintiff  were  assignable,  and  notice  in  writing  under  the 
Judicature  Act  of  the  assignment  (sec.  58,  sub-sec.  5)  was 
not  necessary  between  the  parties;  and  that  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  recover. 

F.  Mackelcan,  K.C.,  and  J.  L.  Counsell,  Hamilton,  for 
defendants. 

W.  R.  Riddell,  K.C,  and  J.  G.  Gauld,  Hamilton,  for 
plaintiff. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler, 
Maclennan,  Moss,  JJ.A.)Was  delivered  by 

OsLER,  J. A.: — The  by-law  itself  has  not  been. quashed 
or  set  aside.  In  the  case  of  some  of  these  payments  there 
was  no  evidence  of  the  circumstances  under  which  they  were 
made,  and,  as  to  others,  it  appeared  that  they  were  so  paid 
to  avoid  a  threatened  prosecution  for  breach  of  the  by-law. 
Two  of  the  witnesses  spoke  of  a  statement  made  to  them 
by  the  market  inspector  or  other  city  official  that  they 
could  not  be  allowed  to  stand  in  the  market  unless  a  lice.ise 
was  taken  out,  but  it  was  clear  that  there  was  neither  power 
nor  attempt  to  enforce  such  a  threat,  and  the  proper  infer- 
ence ig  that,  if  made  at  all,  ii  was  stated  only  as  a  result 
which  w^ould  follow  a  prosecution  and  conviction  for  a  breach 
of  the  by-law.  Under  these  circumstances,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  action  does  not  lie:  Pollock  on  Contracts,  0th  ed., 
p.  579;  Brisbane  v.  Dacres,  6  Taunt.  143. 

Parker  v.  G.  W.  R.  Co.,  7  M.  &  G.  253,  Steele  v.  Wil- 
liams, 8  Exch.,  Hooper  v.  Mayor  of  Exeter.  56  L.  J.  Q.  i*. 
457,  Kennedy  v.  Macdonell,  1  0.  L.  R.  250,  bear  no  analogy 
to  the  case  at  bar. 

See  May  v.  Cincinnati,  1  Ohio  St.  R.  268 ;"  Robinson  v. 
Charleston,  2  Rich'.  S.  C.  Com.  Law  317;  Radich  v.  Hutch- 
ing, 5  Otto  210,  per  Field,  J.;  Mayor  of  Baltimore  v-  Hef- 
feman,  4  Gill  (Md.)  425. 

The  point  is  that  defendants  had  no  power  to  enforce 
the  by-law  except  by  resorting  to  judicial  proceedings  of 
some  kind;  in  which  it  was  open  to  plaintiff  to  resist  his 
liability  as  effectually  as  if  he  were  being '-sued  for  a  debt. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs,  and  action  dismissed  with 
costs. 


June  28th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

FISHER  V.  FISHER. 

Gift — Parent  and     Child— BuMness*    RelationJihip     heUceen—Vnd*^ 

Inftuence—0nu8  of  Proof. 

Appeal   by   defendants   Frederick    and    Charles    Fisher 


448 

from  judgment  of  Falconbridge,  C.J.,  in  favour  of  plain- 
tiff, in  action  to  set  article  two  discharges  of  mortgages,  and 
for  other  relief.  G.  T.  Fisher,  the  father  of  the  appellants, 
died  on  loth  September,  1899,  and  clause  5  of  liis  will, 
bearing  date  Tth  May,  1895,  directed  that  the  indebtedness 
to  him,  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  of  any  child,  should  be 
deducted  from  the  portion  devised  to  s*uch  child-  On  23rd 
April,  1898,  the  appellants,  in  the  presence  of  li.  T.  Bant- 
ing, a  conveyancer,  who  had  for  years  done  the  greater 
part  of  G.  T.  Fisher's  business,  procured  their  fallier  to 
execute  discharges  of  two  mortgages  they  had  given  him 
in  1893.  The  plaintiffs  and  defendant  Catharine  Fislier  are 
the  executors  of  G.  T.  Fisher.  The  Chief  Justice  held  that 
the  appellants  had  not  satisfied  the  onus  of  proving  that  a 
gift  obtained  under  the  circmnstances  here  shew^n  was  the 
spontaneou<5  offering  of  a  free  and  unbiassed  mind- 

E.  P.  B.  Johnston,  K.C.,  and  W.  A.  Boys,  Barrie,  for 
defendants. 

W.  A-  J.  Bell,  Alliston,  and  W.  G.  Fishei-,  Alliston,  for 
plaintiffs. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler, 
Maclennan,  Moss,  Garrow,  JJ.A.)  was  delivered  by 

Moss,  J. A.  (after  reviewing  the  circumstances  at 
length): — I  am  unable  to  discover  in  the  evidence  proof  oi 
the  existence  of  such  a  relationship  of  trust  and  confidence, 
or  of  such  assumption  by  the  appellants  of  the  management 
of  the  business  affairs  and  property  of  the  deceased,  aa  to 
cast  upon  them  the  burden  of  proving  that  they  had  not 
abused  their  position,  and  that  the  execution  of  the  dis- 
charges had  not  been  brought  about  by  any  undue  influence 
on  their  part.  .  .  .  HopkiiTs  v.  Hopkins,  27  A.  R.  65S, 
is  not  applicable.     It  was  distinctly  a  case  of  duress. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs,  and  action  dismissed  with 
e(  s!s. 


June  28th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

Re   TORONTO   PUBOC   SC^HOOL  BOARD  and   CITY 

OF  TORONTO. 

Fublic  t^chmU^Ej-penditure^Annnal  EHtimaten — Foicern  and  Duties 
of  Municipal  Vouncil  and  of  School  Board. 

Appeal  by  the  city  corporation  from  the  order  of  a 
Divisional  Court  (2  0.  L.  R.  727)  varying  an.  order  of 
Street,  J.,  in  Chambers,  upon  an  application  by  the  school 
board  for  a  mandamus  to  the  city  corporation  to  lo'y  cer- 
tain sums  of  money  alleged  by  the  school  board  to  be  re- 
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quired  for  school  purposes  for  the  year  1901,  and  granting 
such  application  in  respect  of  most  of  the  items  of  expendi- 
ture estimated  by  the  applicants.  The  principal  point* 
decided  by  the  Divisional  Court  were  that  it  is  only  when  it 
is  made  to  appear  that  the  expenditure  would  be  clearly  an 
illegal  one,  or  ultra  vires  the  school  board,  that  the  counc.l 
is  justified  in  refusing  to  raise  the  sum  required  by  the 
board;  and  that  all  that  the  council  has  a  right  to  ask  is 
that  an  **  estimate  "  shall  shew  that  the  board  has  in  good 
faith  estimated  the  amounts  required  to  meet  the  expenses 
of  the  schools  for  the  current  year,  and  the  purposes  for 
which  the  sums  are  required,  in  such  a  way  as  to  indicate 
that  they  are  purposes  for  which  the  board  has  the  right 
to  expend  the  money  of  'the  ratepayers,  and  when  that  has 
been  done,  the  duty  is  imposed  upon  the  council  of  raising 
by  taxation  the  sums  required  according  to  the  estimate. 

J.  S.  FuUerton,  K-C,  and  A.  F.  Lobb,  for  appellants. 
F.  E.  Hodgins,  K.C.,  for  respondents. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
Garrow,  J J.A.,  Britton,  J.)  was  delivered  by     • 

Osler,   J.A.,   adopting    substantially   the    reasons     of 
Meredith,  C.J.,  in  the  Court  below. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 


June  28th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

COUNSELL  V.  LIVINGSTOX. 

Promissory  Note— Notice  of  Dishonour— Sufficiency  of^Husband  ana 
Wife  Indorsers — Agency  of^  Husband— Notice  to  Husband. 

Appeal  by  defendants  W.  C.  Livingston  and  C.  E.  Liv- 
ipgston  from  judgment  of  Falconbridge,  C.J.,  (2  0.  L.  R. 
582),  in  action  by  executrix  of  C.  M.  Counsell,  deceased,  to 
recover  $3,500,  amount  of  a  promissory  note,  of  which  ap- 
pellants are  indorsers,  and  which  was  one  of  a  series  of 
renewals  of  a  note  given  under  an  agreement  by  which  the 
note  was  to  be  renewed  within  five  days  from  the  expirir 
tion  of  every  three  months  from  its  date  for  four 
years.  The  plaintiflE  alleges  that  a  notice  was  posted 
to  W-  C.  Livingston  the  day'  after  maturity  in  the 
following  words: — "I  beg  to  advise  you  that  Mr.  Jj.'^ 
note  for  f 3,500  in  your  favour,  and  indorsed  by  yourself  and 
wife,  and  held  by  our  estate,  was  due  yesterday.  As  I  have 
not  received  renewal,  will  you  kindly  see  that  same  is  for- 
warded with  cheque  for  discount,  as  there  is  no  surplus  on 
hand?''  The  Chief  Justice  held  that  the  notice  was  sufficient 
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to  the  indorser  to  whom  it  was  addres^ed^  and  also  to  his 
wife,  as  he  was  her  agent. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  appellants. 

E.  Martin,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

,The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
Garrow,  JJ.A.)  was  delivered  by 

Garrow,  J. a.: — I  think  the  evidence  amply  sufficient 
to  sustain  the  finding  that  the  husband  was  the  wife's  agent 
to  receive  the  notice.  The  husband  admitted  that  his  wife 
was  cognizant  of  the  transaction,  and  that  he  was  looking 
after  the  business  part  of  it,  and  she  admitted  that  she  kept 
no  track  of  the  notes,  but  left  the  matter  entirely  in  his 
hands,  and  had  no  personal  knowledge  of  the  matter.  By 
the  Bills  of  Exchange  Act,  notice  may  be  given  to  an  agent 
and  may  be  verbal,  and  a  verbal  notice  to  an  agent  who 
happened  also  to  be  an  indorser  would  not  require  to  be 
repeated.  ...  I  agree  with  the  finding  that  the  notice 
was  sufficient  in  point  of  form.  •  .  .  I  do  not  see  how 
this  case  can  be  distinguished  from  Paul  v.  Joel,  3  H.  &  N". 
155,  4  H.  &  N.  355.  The  notice  here  does  not  precisely  say 
that  the  note  is  unpaid,  but  it  must  be  remembered  that  it 
i.-*  one  of  a  series  intended  to  run,  if  necessary,  for  four 
years,  with  renewals  every  three  months,  and  the  four 
years  has  not  expired,  and  the  information  given  that  the 
note  was  due  and  the  request  to  send  renewal  and  expenses 
was  a  notice  that  the  note  was  unpaid,  and  that  payment  in 
one  way  or  another  was  requested,  which  seems  to  be  all 
tha"  is  required. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

June  28th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

GRAY  V.  McMATH. 

Landlord  and  Tenant — Covenant  far  Renetval  of  Leane — Arbitration 
or  Valuation— Waiver  of  Irregularities — Acquiescence  of  Landlord. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  judgment  of  Meredith,  J., 
in  action  to  compel  defendant  to  execute  and  deliver  to 
plaintiff  a  lease  for  five  years  of  certain  premises  on  the 
north  side  of  Queen  street,  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  occupied 
by  him  as  a  drug  store  and  dwelling,  and  for  damages  for 
breach  of  covenant  to  renew. 

J.  K.  Kerr,  K.C.,  and  W.  Davidson,  for  defendant 

F.  Denton,  K.C.,  and  H.  C.  Dunn,  for  plaintiflf. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
Oaprow,  JJ.A.)  was  delivered  by 

Garrow,  J. A. : — The  agreement  for  renewal  is  contained 
m  an  indenture  of  lease,  dated  14th  April,  1896,  whereby 
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the  defendant  demises  the  said  premises  to  the  plaintiff 
and  one  Buck  for  a  term  of  live  years,  and  is  in  the  words 
lolhiWiiig: — 

**  Aiid  it  is  hereby  further  covenanted  and  agreed  by  and 
between  the  said  lessor  and  the  «aid  lessees  that  at  ^  the 
•exj)iration  of  the  term  hereby  granted,  he  the  said  lessor 
shall  and  will  grant  to  the  said  lessees  a  new  and  further 
lease  of  the  said  premises  thereby  demised,  including  said 
stable,  if  the  isaid  lessees  shall  have  elected  to  lease  said 
stable  as  hereinbefore  provided,  for  a  further  term  of  five 
years,  with  like  covenants  as  are  herein  contained,  excepting 
this  covenant  for  renewal  and  a\^o  the  covenant  immediately 
preceding  this  covenant,  relating  to  stable,  at  a  rent  to  be 
tlxed  by  arbitration  as  hereinaftw  provided,  and  payable 
as  lierein  reserved.  And  it  is  hereby  further  covenanted 
and  agreed  between  the  said  lessor  and  the  said  lessees  that 
the  amoimt  of  such  rent  shall  be  settled  by  the  award  of 
three  indifferent  parties,  or  of  the  majority  of  them,  one 
to  be  named  by  the  lessor,  another  by  the  lessees  at  least 
one  month  before  the  expiration  of  the  term  hereby  granted, 
and  the  two  thus  chosen  shall  at  once  select  a  third,  and 
their  award,  or  the  award  of  a  majority  of  them,  shall  be 
made  before  the  expiration  of  the  then  existing  tenn.  Pro- 
vided that  the  expense  of  the  said  arbitration  shall  be  borne 
equally  between  the  parties  hereto,  but  the  said  new  lease 
shall  be  prepared  by  and  at  the  expense  of  the  said  lessor/^ 

The  learned  Judge  held  that  arbitration  in  the  strict 
sense  was  not  what  the  parties  intended  by  the  agri^ement 
before  set  out,  that  what  was  wanted  was  in  the  nature  of 
a  mere  valuation,  and  not  a  settlement  of  pending  disputes, 
and  that  whether  it  was  valuation  or  arbitration  the  defend- 
ant's own  conduct  precluded  him  from  succeeding  in  his 
defeiic  \ 

I  agree  with  the  learned  Judge's  conclusions  on   both 

grornt's. 

As  to  the  first,  from  the  language  of  the  agreement  be- 
fore quoted  and  the  nature  of  the  subject-matter,  it  appears 
to  me  that  what  the  parties  intended  to  provide  for  was  ia 
the  nature  of  a  valuation  rather  than  of  an  arbitration  In 
the  strict  sense-  The  new  lease  was  only  to  be  for  five 
years.  The  old  rental  was  only  $40  per  month.  The  agree- 
ment makes  no  provision  for  calling  witnesses,  and  neither 
of  the  parties,  although  aware  that  the  proceeding?;  were 
in  progress,  offered  to  produce  or  did  produce  witnesses  or 
argued  that  witnesses  should  be  called.  An  arbitration  is 
usually  an  expensive  proceeding,  and  the  parties    who,  bv 
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the  agreement,  were  to  bear  the  expense  of  fixing  the  new 
rent  equally,  may  very  well,  and  1  think  may  wisely,  have 
considered  that  their  neighbours  were  as  capable  of  iixing 
this  rent  as  the  usual  crowd  of  experts  called  and  sworn  at* 
great  expense. 

In  my  opinion  the  ca<5e  falls  within  the  principle  of  such 
cases  as  Ee  Cairns,  Wilson  &  Green,  18  Q.  B.  D.  7;  Re  Ham- 
mond and  Waterton,  (52  L.  T.  N.  S.  808. 

But  whether  it  was  valuation  or  arbitration,  it  is,  I 
think,  clear  that  the  defendant  was  fully  aware  of  the  al- 
leged irregularities  of  which  he  now  complains,  and  that 
he  waived  them  and  acquiesced  in  the  course  of  procedure 
laid  down  and  adopted  by  the  board  at  their  first  meeting, 
and  having  taken  the  chance  of  the  award  being  in  his 
favour,  cannot  now  be  heard  to  complain:  Hewlett  v.  Lav- 
cock,  2  C.  &  i-.  547;  Bignall  v.  Gale,  2  M.  &  G.  830;  Mose- 
ley  V.  Simpson,  L  R.  14  Eq.  at  p.  236. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

June  28th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

TAYLOR  V.  G.  T.  R.  CO. 

Railica^9 — Passenger — Special    Contract — Return    Ticket    Signed   "bj/ 
Passenger — Failure  hy  him  to  Conform  to  Conditions. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  Lount,  J.,  dis- 
missing with  costs  action  for  damagas.  The  jury  found 
$500  damages  for  the  plaintiff-  On  13th  February,  1901, 
the  plaintiff  bought  from  the  C.  P.  R.  Co.  a  return  ticket, 
good  for  three  months,  at  reduced  fare,  from  Indian  Head 
to  Toronto.  Clauses  5  and  7  of  the  printed  conditions 
were  as  follows :  5th.  "  That  this  ticket  must  be  signed  by 
the  passenger  in  ink,  and  if  presented  by  any  other  than 
the  original  purchaser,  whose  signature  is  hereon,  the  con- 
•luctor  will  take  it  up  and  collect  the  fare.  The  purchaser 
will  write  his  or  her  signature  when  requested  to  do  so  by 
the  conductor  or  agents."  7th.  "  That  it  ,will  not  be  goocl 
for  return  passage  unless  the  holder  identifies  himself  as 
the  original  purchaser  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  authorized 
agent  of  the  G-  T.  R.  system  at  Toronto  in  sufficient  time 
to  permit  of  return  trip   ajid   arrival  at  original  starting 

point  on  or  before ,  and  unless  oflficially  siffued  and 

fiated  in  ink  and  duly  stamped  by  said  agent."  The  plain- 
tiff deposed  that,  pursuant  to  one  of  the  other  conditions 
on  the  ticket,  he  signed  it  when  he  bought  it  in  the  presenc? 
of  the  C.  P.  R.  ticket  agent,  but  nothing  further  was  sai-.l. 
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ijnd  that  he  (plaintiff)  had  never  afterwards  read  the  eondi- 
tione  nor  complied  with  the  ?th.       Upon  concluding  his 
.  business  in  Toronto  he  presented  the  ticket  at  the  6.  '£,  IL 
Go/s  office^  and  procured  a  sleeping-car  berth;  that  he  then 
had  his  baggage  checked^  and  then  passed  through  the  g&to 
to  the  track  the  train  stood  on;  in  each  case  the  official 
punching  his  ticket  without  objecting  to  the  non-compliance 
with  the  Tth  condition-     The  conductor  of  the  train,  how- 
ever, put  the  plaintiff  off  the  train  at  Thomhill,  using  vio- 
lence, he  alleges.     The  trial  Judge  submitted  to  the  jury 
only  the  question  of  damages,  and  they  found  $500.    It  was 
contended  that  it  should  have  been  left  to  the  jury  to  find 
whether  the  plaintiff  knew  of  the  7th  condition,  whether 
he  knew  that  he  was  travelling  at  a  reduced  rate,  and  also 
whether  the  defendants  did  what  was  reasonable  and  suffi- 
cient to  give  the  plaintiff  notice  of  such  conditions;  reiving 
on  )Bate  v.  C.  P.  B.  Co.,  14  0.  R.  625,  15  A.  R.  386,  IS 
S.  C.  E.  697;  Richardson   v.  Round  tree,  [1894]  A.  C.  217; 
Harris  v.  G.  N.  B.  Co.,  1  Q.  B.  D.   at  p.  532 ;  and  whether 
the  condition  had  been  waived;  and  further  whether  the 
plaintiff  had  offered  sufficient  and   reasonable  compliance 
with  the  condition  by  proving  identification  imder  condition 
5,  which  must  be  taken  as  in  substitution  for  condition  7, 
after  a  passenger  has  once  been  invited  to  enter  a  car  by 
any  official  whose  duty  it  is  to  examine  a  ticket.     The  7th 
condition,  it  was  also  contended,  is  unreasonable  and  con- 
trary to  the  policy  of  the  law,  and  is  inconsistent  with  R.  S. 
€.  ch.  110,  sec.  iO. 

H.  T.  Beck,  for  plaintiff. 

W.  Cassels,  K.C.,  for  defendants- 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Osler,  Maclenn.\n,  Moss, 
Oarrovv,  JJ.A.)  was  delivered  by 

Maclennan,  J. a.: — ^The  plaintiff  is  a  business  man, 
and  signed  the  contract  on  the  ticket  agreeing  to  its  provi- 
sions, but  he  says  he  did  not  read  the  5th  or  7th  or  any  of 
the  clauses  printed,  and  therefore  is  not  bound  bv  tliem, 
and  he  relies  on  Bate  v.  C.  P.  R.  Co.,  15  A.  R.  625,  is's.  C.  R 
697:  Henderson  v.  Stevenson,  L.  R.  2  Sc.  App-  470;  Parker 
V.  S.  E.  R.  Co.,  2  C.  P.  D.  416;  and  Richardson  v.  Round- 
tree.  [1894]  A.  C.  217.  The  present  ease  is,  however, 
different  from  those  cited.  The  ground  of  the  decision  in 
the  Bates  case  is  explained  by  the  Chief  Justice  in  Robert- 
son V.  C.  P.  R.  Co.,  24  S.  C.  R.  617.  In  the  present  caae 
the  plaintiff  was  not  asking  for  a  ticket  for  an  ordinary 
single  journey,  but    for    a    special    contract,  viz.,  a  return 
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journey,  which  it  waa  entirely  optional  with  the  company  to- 
grant.  That  being  bo,  there  was  nothing  to  put  him  oflE  his 
guard,  and  when  he  was  asked  to  sign  the  document  which 
he  received  and  paid  for,  1  think  he  was  as  much  bound  by 
its  terms  whether  he  read  it  or  not  as  in  the  case  of  uny 
other  business  transaction.  But  for  the  contract  he  had 
no  right  to  travel  upon  the  defendants*  railway  at  all,  and 
in  order  to  exercise  that  right  he  was  bound  to  conform  to 
the  condition  on  which  it  was  granted  and  to  which  he  had 
assented  by  his  signature. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 


June  28th,  1902. 


C.  A. 
PURDY  V.  PUEDY. 


Will — Undue   Influence — Mental   Capacitu — Preferring    One   iSon    to 

Others — Onus  of  Ptvof. 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  judgment  of  Lount,  J.,  dismiss- 
ing with  costs  action  to  restrain  defendants  Purdy,  Suther- 
land^ and  Brown,  the  executors  named  in  the  will  of  Eme- 
line  Purdy,  deceased,  frofm  obtaining  probate  of  tHe  will, 
and  for  a  declaration  that  the  will  was  not  the  true  will 
of  deceased,  because  she  lacked  testamentary  capacity,  and 
because,  it  is  alleged,  undiie  influence  had  been  exercised 
by  the  defendant  Purdy,  one  of  her  sons.  The  trial  Judge 
held  that  the  testatrix,  72  years  of  age,  was  perfectly  cap- 
able of  making  her  will,  and  had  made  it  known,  previous 
io  doing  so,  that  she  intended  to  leave  her  money  to  her 
son  Philip,  who  resided  on  the  same  farm,  but  not  in  the 
same  house  with  her,  until  shortly  before  her  death.  Her 
other  children  lived  in  different  parts  of  Canada  and  the 
U.  S.  A. 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  and  E.  S.  Smith,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

T.   G.  Meredith,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
Garrow,  JJ.A.)  was  delivered  by 

Garrovv,  J.,  who,  reviewing  the  evidence  at  length,  held 
that  Philip  did  not  procure  the  will  to  be  made  in  his 
favour,  and  therefore  there  was  no  onus  of  proof  for  him 
to  satisfy,  but  that,  if  there  was,  he  had  satisfied  it;  that 
Ms  conduct  was  perfectly  righteous;  and  that  there  was  nor 
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a  single  circumstance  against  him  except  that  he  took  a 
larger  share  of  the  estate  than  the  others;  and  that  the 
testatrix  was  of  sound  mind,  and  deliberately,  voluntarily, 
and  intentionally  made  the  will  in  question. 

« 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 


June  28th,  1903. 
C.  A. 
BOWMAX  V.  IMPERIAL  COTTON  -CO. 

Mufttn-  and  Scrvaut — Injury  to  Servuut — ycglUjem-e  of  Foreman  of 
Master — Evideiire  of,  ISufficient  for  Jurp'nt  Finding. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  judgment  of  Falcoxbridge, 
C\J.,  upon  the  findings  of  a  jury,  in  favour  of  plaintiff  for 
$100  in  an  action  for  damages  for  injuries  sustained  by 
plaintiff,  acting  under  the  orders  of  defendants*  foreman, 
and  while  engaged  in  tightening  an  arch  in  their  facton*  :a 
the  city  of  Hamilton.  The  wrench  plaintiff  was  using 
slipped  and  his  arm  was  caught  and  crushed  in  a  12-inch 
belt,  which  was  unprotected  and  in  motion.  The  jury 
found  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  been  negligent,  and  that 
defendants  had;  that  the  machinery  wa.<  defectively  guard- 
ed and  improperly  started  while  plaintiff  was  working;  and 
tltey  assessed  the  damages  at  IflOO.  The  Chief  Justice 
gave  costs  on  County  Court  scale  without  set-off- 

J.  J.  Scott,  K.C.,  for  defendants.  The  plaintiff  was, 
upon  the  evidence,  guilty  of  negligence.  The  Factories  Act, 
I^  S.  0.  ch.  2o(),  does  not  ai)ply,  because  the  plaintiff  came 
within  sec.  *^T,  which  does  not  give  the  benefit  of  the  Ai^t 
to  a  workman  at  work  only  in  re])airing. 

W.  A.  Logic,  Hamilton,  for  ])laintiff. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Osler,  Maclennax,  Moss, 
G ARROW,  JJA.)  vr'Rs  delivered  })y 

Moss.  J.A, — The  sole  question  in  this  case  is  whether 
the  injury  to  plaintiff  was  due  to  negligence  for  which  the 
defendants  are  responsible.  .  .  .  (after  reviewing  the  evi- 
dence) : — Upon  the  whole  ca^^e  I  find  it  impossible  to  say  that 
there  was  not  evidence  upon  which  a  jury  might  reasonal)iv* 
ranol^rle  that  the  iniurv  was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the 
defendants'  foreman  or  overseer,  to  whose  orders  the  plain- 


451 


tiff  was  bound  to  conform,  and  did  conform  in  doing  the 
work  in  the  course  of  which  he  received  the  injury. 

Appeal  disnjissed  with  costs. 


June  28th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

McCULLOUGH  v.  HULL. 

HolMtor  and  Client — Solicitor  Afjent — Disclosure  of  Agency — Co.^ 

mission. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  judtrnient  of  MacMaiion,  J., 
allowing  plaintiff's  claim  of  $1,000  for  commission  on  sale 
of  certain  timber,  at  |500. 

E.  E-  A.  DuVemet  and  J.  A.  Ferguson,  for  defendant.    . 
Thcri'  was  no  contract  for  commission,  and,  if  any,  the  con- 
tract has  been  abandoned.     In  any  event,  the  plaintiff,  be- 
ing thi-  solicitor  for  both  parties  to  the  transaction,  is  not 
entitled  to  recover  a  commission. 

E.  F.  B.  Johnston,  K.C.,  and  J.  W.  McCullough,  foi 
plaintiff. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler, 
Maclennan,  Moss,  Garrow,  JJ.A.)  was  delivered  by 

Garrovv,  J-A. — The  plaintiff  is  a  solicitor,  and  on  the 
evidence  I  would  hold  that  his  brother-in-law,  Mr.  Jackson, 
was  his  client,  and  that,  therefore,  if  he  had  succeeded  in 
proving  the  case  set  forth  in  his  statement  of  claim,  he  must 
in  law  have  failed:  Harrington  v.  Victoria  Graving  Dock 
Co.,  ;>  Q.  B.  D.  549 :  and  it  would.  I  think,  make  no  difference 
that  the  plaintiff,  after  making  the  contract  with  defendant, 
informed  his  client  of  it:  Holden  v.  Webber,  29  Beav.  117. 
.  .  •  But  I  think  the  proper  conclusion  upon  the  evi- 
dence is  that  the  plaintiff  in  preparing  the  agreement  acted 
as  the  solicitor  of  IMr.  Jackson,  as  he  had  acted  throughovt 
thr  matter  whenever  a  solicitor's  sendees  were  require:!, 
and  not  as  the  agent  of  the  defendant,  which  agency  he 
voluntarily  abandoned  on  the  loth  October,  thus  surrender- 
ing, in 'my  opinion,  the  right  to  claim  the  commission  for 
which  he  now  sues. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs  and  action  dismissed  with 
eosis. 
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June  28th.  190?. 
C.  A. 

FULLER  v.  GEANT. 

Evidence — Con'oboratiorir— Partition. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  judgment  of  Lount,  J.^ 
directing  partition  or  sale  of  the  land  in  question.  David 
Dunham,  deceased,  devised  the  land  in  question  to  his 
daughter  Emma  Dunham  for  life  with  remainder  to  her 
children,  and  a  memorial  of  his  will  was  registered  in  1857. 
Emma  Dunham  died  in  1891.  F-  Sessions,  one  of  the  two 
children  of  Emma  Dunham,  conveyed  his  share  in  1896  to 
defendant.  The  plaintiff  claims  under  a  conveyance  made 
to  him  in  1898  by  Flora  Haight,  alleged  to  be  the  other 
child  of  Emma  Dunham.  The  trial  Judge  held  that  the 
evidence  of  Flora  Haight  that  she  was  a  daughter  of  Emma 
Dunham,  and  half-sister  to  F.  Sessions,  was  true  and  suffi- 
ciently corroborated,  and  that  plaintiff  was  therefore  en- 
titled to  a  one-half  interest  in  the  land. 

J.  A.  Robinson,  St.  Thomas,  for  defendant. 

W.  R  Riddell,  K.C.,  and  J.  Cowan,  Sarnia^  for  plaintiff. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O,,  Osler, 
Maclennan,  Moss,  JJ.A.)  was  delivered  by 

Moss  J. A.: —  ...  I  think  the  finding  below  is 
well  supported  by  the  evidence.  .  .  .  The  appeal  should 
be  dismissed  with  costs. 


June  28th,  1902. 
C.  A. 
REX  V.  SCULLY. 

EvideHfie— Malicious    ProaecutUm— Record    of    Acquittal — Fiat    of 
Attomey-Oeneral  not  Necessary—Mandamus-^lerk  of  Peace, 

Appeal  by  Attorney-General  for  Ontario  from  order  of 
a  Divisional  Court  (2  0.  L.  R.  315)  reversing  order  of  Fal- 
CONBRIDGE,  C.J.,  dismissing  a  motion  for  a  prerogative 
writ  of  mandamus  directed  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace  for* 
the  county  of  Perth,  commanding  him  to  deliver  to  tKe 
applicant,  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  of  Scully  v.  Peters,  a 
record  of  the  proceedings  in  the  case  of  Regina  v.  Cornelius 
Scully,  tried  at  the  Court  of  General  Sessions  of  the  Peace- 
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at  the  city  of  Stratford,  and  to  make  and  deliver  a  certified 
copy  of  the  indictment  and  indorsements  or  to  produce  th;3 
originals  at  the  trial  of  the  said  action.  One  Louis  Peters 
laid  an  information  against  the  said  Cornelius  Scully  for 
stealing  41  saw  logs,  the  property  of  saiu  Peters.  Scully  was 
indicted  and  tried  at  the  Sessions,  and  the  presiding  Judge 
indorsed  the  indictment:  "  Withdraw  the  case  from  the  jury 
— no  case — discharge  the  prisoner.^^  Scully. then  com- 
menced his  action  for  malicious  prosecution,  and  desires  the 
indictment  as  indorsed  or  a  certified  copy  for  use  at  the  trial. 

J.  K.  Cartwright,  K.C.,  and  Frank  Ford,  for  Attorney- 
General  for  Ontario. 

F.  Amoldi,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

Armour,  C.J. — (after  reviewing  the  authorities): — The 
rule  that  a  person  acquitted  of  felony  shall  not  have  a  copy 
of  the  recoM  of  acquittal  for  the  purpose  of  being  used  in 
an  action  for  malicious  prosecution  without  an  order  of  the 
Court  or  the  consent  of  the  Attorney-General,  has  always 
been  in  force  in  this  Province  and  was  maintained  in  Regina 
V.  Ivey,  24  C.  P.  78,  and  in  Hewitt  v.  Cane,  26  0.  R.  133, 
and  I  do  not  think  that  it  should  now  be  abrogated  by  judi- 
cial decision,  but  that  it  should  be  left  to  the  Legislature 
to  do  so  if  it  sees  fit.  The  necessity  for  the  rule  is,  at  pre- 
sent, at  least  as  great  as  it  ever  was,  and  if  abrogated  some 
other  safeguard  against  unfounded  actions  for  malicious 
prosecution  ought  to  be  substituted  for  it. 

OsLER,  J.A. — (after  reviewing  the  authorities): — It  is 
foreign  to  the  general  principles  of  our  law  that  the  right  of 
one  subject  to  pursue  a  civil  remedy  against  another  shall 
depend  upon  the  permission  of  an  oflBcial  of  the  Crown,  of 
however  exalted  a  character;  for  if  he  may  refuse  to  allow 
him  to  procure  the  evidence  without  which  his  action  can- 
not be  successfully  prosecuted,  he  does,  in  effect,  refuse  to 
allow  him  to  maintain  the  action  at  all.  A  practice,  more- 
over, which  concedes  the  right  to  a  copy  of  the  recorcl  of 
acquittal  on  an  indictment  for  a  misdemeanour,  but  denies 
it  except  by  permission  of  the  Attorney-General  in  the  case 
of  an  indictment  for  felony,  is  anomalous  and  wanting  in 
principle.  .  .  .  The  learned  Attorney-General  has  in- 
formed the  Court  that  he  has  communicated  with  the  law 
officers  of  the  Crown  in  England  as  to  the  state  of  the  prac- 
tice there  on  the  subject.  He  appears  to  have  the  authority 
of  the  present  and  former  Attorney-General  for  saying  that 
the  practice  which  was  supposed  to  be  established  here  by 
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Kegina  v.  ivey,  24  C.  P.  78,  and  which  is  now  insisted  on 
by  the  appellant,  is  quite  obsolete  in  England;  that  the  'At- 
tomey-(ieneral^s  fiat  is  not  deemed  necessary;  and  that  no 
obstacle  whatever  is  placed  in  the  plaintiff's  way  in  obtain- 
ing the  evidence  of  the  termination  of  the  proceedings 
•against  him.  The  practice  of  the  Attorney-General  hold- 
ing, as  it  were,  an  inquiry  as  to  the  existence  or  absence  of 
reasonable  and  probable  cause  is  unheard  of. 

MosS;  J. A. — (after  reviewing  the  authorities) : — Heading 
the  cases,  English  and  Canadian,  touching  the  question^  I 
do  'not  find  that  any  fixed  rule  has  been  settled  by  judicial 
authority.  In  the  present  state  of  the  authorities,  I  think 
we  are  at  liberty  in  this  Court  to  place  our  own  construc- 
tion upon  the  46  Edw.  III.,  which  is  undoubtedly  in  forco 
in  this  Province,  and  to  say  whether  the  exercise  of  the 
rights  thereby  conferred  are  subject  to  the  restriction  sought 
to  be  placed  upon  them  where  a  record  of  acquittal  in  a 
-case  of  felony  is  sought  for  the  purpose  of  being  used  l^ 
evidence  in  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution.  In  view 
oi  the  many  opinions  which  have  been  expressed,  I  venture 
mine  with  diffidence.  On  the  whole,  my  conclusion  is  ^n 
favour  of  upholding -the  judgment  appealed  from. 

I  am  not  able  to  place  upon  the  comprehensive  language 
of  the  46  Edw.  III.  the  restricted  meaning  which  has  been 
contended  for.  It  appearv^  to  me  to  apply  to  all  iudicial 
records,  as  well  criminal  as  civil,  and  to  give  the  subject 
access  to  them  for  his  necessary  use  and  benefit,  which  was, 
and  is,  the  law  of  England.  To  my  mind  the  declaration 
of  Willes,  C.J.,  in  Rex  v.  Brangan,  1  I^ach  27,  that  by  the 
laws  of  the  realm  every  prisoner  upon  his  acquittal  had  an 
undoubted  right  to  a  copy  of  record  of  such  acquittal,  is  a 
plain  declaration  of  the  meaning  of  the  ancient  statute. 

I  venture  to  think  that  the  practice  of  requiring  a  fiat 
is  not  in  accord  with  the  true  spirit  and  meaning  of  the  law- 
ns declared  in  the  statute ;  is  not  even  supported  by  the  Old 
Bailey  Order,  which,  as  before  pointed  out,  did  not  extend 
the  restriction  beyond  the  time  when  the  Court  was  actually 
in  sespion,  and  is  not  adapted  to  modem  conditions.  The 
law  gives  a  right  of  action  for  malicious  prosecution,  and  if 
it  is  desirable  to  place  restrictions  upon  the  general  right 
of  a  person  who  has  been  acquitted  of  a  criminal  charge  to 
maintain  such  an  action,  the  Jjegislature  can  so  declare.  In 
■it  resides  the  power  to  provide  safeguards  against  frivolous 
or  vexatious  actions,  if  any  safeguards  are  deemed  neces- 
sary. Possibly  if  the  trial  of  such  actions  were  committed 
to  Judges  alone,  no  further  safeguard  would  be  required. 
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I  would  affirm  the  order  appealed  from. 

Maclennan  and  Garrow,  JJ. A.,  concurred  with  Osler 
and  Moss,  J  J.  A. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 


MacMahon,  J.  June  27th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

LANZ  V.  McAllister. 

Patent^lnfringemetU-'Apple  Sjfrup—'Nwelty—Onus  of  Proof, 

Action  against  defendant  for  alleged  infringement 
of  plaintiflE^s  patented  process  for  manufacturing  apple 
fiyrup. 

J.  P.  Mabee,  K.C.,  and  A.  G.  Campbell,  Harriston,  for 
plaintitf. 

E.  E-  A.  DuVemet  and  E.  P.  Clement,  Berlin,  for  de- 
fendant. 

MAciL^HON,  J. — Bicarbonate  of  soda  was  used  by  a 
Mr.  Snyder  in  1888  (four  years  prior  to  the  issue  of  the 
pkintiiS^s  patent)  in  a  public  manner  in  the  making  of 
apple  syrup  when  Taylor,  Gideon  Brake,  and  Noel  Marshall 
were  present.  And  other  cider  mills  in  the  vicinity  of 
Snyder's  were  making  apple  syrup  before  1892,  for  in  that 
year  Snyder's  customers  told  him  that  the  other  mills  \fere 
making  it  and  asked  him  to  make  the  syrup. 

This  is  a  patent  for  "the  certain  process  for  manufac- 
turing apple  syrup,'*  and  the  action  is  for  the  infringement 
by  the  defendant  in  manufacturing  apple  syrup  by  the  pro- 
cess and  invention  of  the  plaintiff,  so  that,  even  if  the  pro- 
cess were  patentable,  the  onus  was  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew 
that  the  articles  manufactured  in  infringement  had  in  faci 
been  so  made:  Frost's  Law  of  Patents,  2nd  ed.,  p.  580; 
Palmer  v.  Wa^taff,  8  Ex.  840,  9  Ex.  494.  The  defendant  in 
manufacturing  syrup  omitted  many  of  what  are  called  the 
requirements  in  the  specification,  e.g.,  after  heating  the 
cider  in  the  evaporator  he  did  not  run  it  off  into  a  vat  and 
let  it  cool  off,  nor  did  he  put  it  in  a  copper  kettle  and  heat 
over  fire  again  until  it  came  to  the  heat  specified. 

There  was  absolutely  no  novelty  in  the  so-called  process 
for  which  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  patent. 

The  action  will  be  dismissed  with  costs. 
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Falconbridge,  C.J.  June  28th,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

MEERITT  V.  NISSEN. 

Costa — Rccewer—Partnershi]^— Advance  by  Partner— Prmrity. 

Motion  by  plaintifE  for  judgment  on  further  directions 
in  a  partnership  action. 

J.  Bicknell,  X.C,  for  plaintiif. 

J.  W.  McCullough,  for  defendant. 

H.  T.  Beck,  for  receiver. 

Falconbridge,  C.J.,  gave  judgment  discharging  re- 
ceiver and  directing  payment  by  plaintifE  and  defendant  of 
receiver's  allowance  ^aa  fixed  by  the  Master)  and  his  solici- 
tor's fees  and  disbursements  tor  issuing  and  filing  report 
and  of  this  motion;  the  amount  advanced  by  plaintiif  under 
the  termfi  of  the  partnership  articles  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
asdets  in  priority  to  the  costs  of  the  action;  after  satisfac- 
tion of  receiver's  claim  as  above,  plaintiff  to  apply  balaaca 
of  purchase  money  on  his  own  claim,  and  he  is  not  directed 
to  pay  the  money  into  Court;  no  order,  except  as  above,  as 
to  costij  of  this  motion. 


Britton,  J.  June  28th,   1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

BANK  OF  HAMILTON  v.  HUED. 

Partition — Tenant   by  the  Curtesy — Mortgagees — Judgment   Creditor 
of   Owner  of   Undivided  One-Fourth  Interest. 

Motion  under  Hule  956  for  partition  or  sale  of  certain 
lands  in  the  village  of  Burlington  and  township  of  Nelson. 
The  land  was  owned  by  Ophelia  E.  Hurd,  who  died  intestate 
in  September,  1881,  leaving  her  husband  and  five  children. 
Since  the  death  of  the  mother,  one  of  the  children  has 
died  intestate  and  unmarried.  Of  the  four  remaining 
children,  three  have  conveyed  their  interests  to  their  father, 
80  that  he  is  now  tenant  by  curtesy  of  the  whole  and  th*> 
owner  of  three  undivided  fourth  parts  in  the  remainder. 
The  remaining  son,  H.  S.  Hurd,  procured  his  father  to  be- 
come surety  for  him  and  gave  him  a  mortgage  as  security. 
The  Bank  of  Hamilton  were  the  son's  creditors  and  held 
this  mortgage,  which  they  sold  and  assigned  to  one  Lash- 
ing, and  Lashing  is  now  the  mortgagee.     H.  S.  Hurd  owed 
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the  Bank  of  Hamilton  a  further  sum,  for  which  they  ob- 
tained judgment  against  him,  and  afterwards  a  mortgage 
from  him  for  whatever  interest  he  had  in  this  property. 
The  Bank  of  Hamilton  and  H.  S.  Hurd  together  now  ask 
for  partition  against  the  father.  Lashing  objects  to  the 
partition. 

H.  L.  Drayton,  for  plaintifEs. 

W.  T.  Evans,  Hamilton,  for  defendants. 

Brixton,  J.,  held  that,   under  the  circumstances,  the 
order  for  partition  should  not  be  made. 

Motion  dismissed  with  costs. 


Street,  J.  June  27th,  1903. 

TRIAL. 

DOHERTY  V.  MILLERS  AND  MANUFACTURERS 

INS.   CO. 

Fire    Insurance — Non-Paummt    of    Premium — Re-insurance. 

Action  tried  at  Goderich,  without  a  jury.  Action  to  re- 
cover 124,523.75  in  respect  of  damage  done  by  fire  to  the 
plaintiffs'  property  at  Clinton.  The  property  was  insured 
by  two  policies  issued  by  defendants,  but  the  premiums  had 
not  been  paid,  although  the  defendants  had  re-insured  their 
risk. 

W.  Proudfoot,  Goderich,  for  plaintiffs. 

\V.  Barwick,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

Street,  J.,  held  that  no  contract  existed  between  the 
plaintiffs  and  defendants  for  an  insurance  for  the  year  be- 
ginning 31st  October,  1901. 

Action  dismissed  with  costs- 


Falconbridge,  C.J.  June  11th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

LONDON  LIFE  INSURANCE  CO.  v.  MOLSONS  BANK. 

Discover  If — Productionr-Privilege— Information  and   Documents   Ob- 
tained Prior  to  Action,  Imt  Not  in  Tiew  of  It, 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  order  of  local  Judge  at  Lon- 
don   directing  plaintiffs*  manager  to   attend,   at  his   own 
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expense^  for  iiuctlier  examijiation  for  discovery,  and  to  pro- 
duce documents  and  answu:  questions  for  which  he  claimej 
privilege  on  his  former  ciniiimwiiMi^  on  the  ground  that 
such  information  and  the  documents  refiktia^  thereto  were 
obtained  after  consultation  with  and  upon  the  advice  of 
plaintiffs'  solicitors^  with  a  view  to  the  litigation  which  has^ 
since  arisen  between  the  parties.  The  local  Judge  held  that 
there  being  no  litigation  actually  pending,  or  even  threat- 
ened, when  such  information  and  document  were  obtained, 
the  «ame  were  not  privileged. 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  plaintiffs. 

I.  F.  Helhnuth,  for  defendants. 

Falconbridge,  C.J.,  held  that  there  was  privilege,  fol- 
lowing the  principles  laid  down  in  Wheeler  v.  Le  Marehant, 
17  Ch.  D.,  675;  Minet  v.  Morgan,  L.  E-  8  Ch.  361;  and  Lon- 
don V.  Blackney,  23  Q.  B.  D.  332. 

Appeal  allowed.    Costs  in  cause  to  plaintiffs. 

E.  L.  Jeffery,  London,  solicitor  for  plaintiffs. 

Ivey  &  Dromgole,  London,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


T  Hh 
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Street,  J.  June  26th,  1902, 

TRIAL. 

ALLAN  V.  REVER. 

Dotcer — Affttignment  by  Ittfant  Devisee — Rights  of  Executor — Devo^ 
lution  of  Entates  Act— Assent  of  Executor  subsequent  to  Action. 

Action  by  v/idow  and    infant    son    of    William    Allan, 
deceased,  to  recover  possession  of  50  acres  of  land  from 
&   tenant   of   deceased.     William  Allan    died    3rd   August^ 
1901.     By  his  will  he  devised  150  acres  to  his  infant  son^ 
aiul  made  no  provision  for  his  widow.     He  named  his  60u 
and  one  Ritchie  executors.     Ritchie  proved  the  w^ill  on  the 
30th  August,  1901.     On  14th  April,  1902,  the  son  executed 
a  conveyance  of  50  acres  of  the  land  to  his  mother  for  her 
life,  as  and  for  her  dower  in   the  whole.     On  the  20th 
September,    1900,   the   deceased  had   made  a  lease   under 
seal  of  the  same  50  acres  to  defendant  for  five  years  from  Ist 
March,  1901,  under  which  he  claimed  title.    This  action  wa^ 
hogun  on  1st  May,  1902,  and  after  it  was  begun  Ritchie  exe- 
cuted a  deed  poll,  declaring  that  he  assented  to  the  devise 
tr>  the  infant,  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  sell  the  landed 
for   payment    of    debts    or    otherwise,    and    conveying   ths 
U»nd  to  the  devisee,  and  consenting  to  be  added  as  a  party. 

W  H.  Blake,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

A.  Shaw,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

• 

Street,  J.: — A  dow^ress  who<3e  dower  has  not  been  as- 
gjgned  has  no  estate  in  the  land  out  of  which  she  is  entitled 
t<>  dower,  but  as  soon  as  her  dower  is  properly  assigned  she 
is  entitled  to  claim  possession  of  the  land  assigned  to  her 
in  priority  to  leases  created  by  her  husband  without  her 
as&ient  during  the  coverture:  Stoughton  v.  Leigh,  1  Taunt. 
402,  410.  .  .  .  Under  sec.  4  of  the  Devolution  of 
Kstates  Act,  R.  S.  O.  ch.  127,  all  estates  of  inheritance 
vested  in  any  person  shall,  on  his  death,  notwithstanding: 
any  testamentary  disposition,  devblve  upon  and  become 
vefsted  in  his  legal  personal  representatives  from  time  to 
time,  and  subject  to  the  payment  of  his  debts.  The  rie^ht 
ir^  flower,  or  to  compensation  in  lieu  of  it,  is  preserved  h 
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the  widow  by  sub-sec.  2  of  sec.  4,  but  it  is  at  the  same  tmi-j 
<^^pressiy  provided  by  sub-sec.  3  of  sec.  11  that  the  per- 
sonal representative,  without  the  consent  of  the  wiaow, 
may  be  authorized  to  convey  the  land  free  from  the  dower. 
V'nder  sec.  4,  1  think  it  is  clear  that  the  whole  inheritance 
o '.  tiie  testator  vested  in  the  executor,  and  that  he  became, 
upon  his  appointment,  the  tenant  of  the  freehold.  It  was 
aigued  that,  because,  under  sec.  13,  the  estate  vested  iu 
him  by  sec.  4  passes  automatically  avray  from  him  to  the 
devisee  at  the  end  of  the  prescribed  period  (now  three 
years),  unless  a  caution  be  sooner  registered,  therefore  hi** 
estate  must  be  taken  to  be  an  estate  limited  to  him  for  a 
shorter  period  than  that  required  to  convey  a  freehold 
upon  him.  I  cannot  agree  to  this.  I  think  the  executor, 
during  the  time  he  holds  the  estate,  holds  the  whole  of 
the  estate  which  the  testator  was  possessed  of  when  h? 
died  (in  this  case  the  fee  simple);  that  when  the  executor 
sells  and  conveys  land  to  pay  debts,  he  is  transferring  an 
esiate  which  is  vested  in  him,  and  not  merely  executing 
a  statutory  power  to  sell  land,  the  title  to  which  is  vested 
u  the  heir  or  devisee.  .  .  .Here  the  devisee  had  no 
power  to  assign  dower.  ...  'At  the  time  this  action 
was  begun  the  widow  had  no  estate  in  the  land.  .  .  . 
^i  he  subsequent  assent  of  the  executor  cannot  Velate  back 
to  the  commencement  of  the  action  so  as  to  give  her  a  title 
then.     Action  dismissed  with  costs. 

Blake,  La.<h,  &  Cassels,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  plaintiffs. 

Shaw  &  Shaw,  AValkerton,  solicitors  for  defendant. 


June  28th,  1J)02. 
C.  A. 

LOSSIXG   V.    WEIGGLESWORTH. 

Defatnation— 'Words     A'of      Defamatory     per    sc — Innuendo — Onus 

of  Proof, 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  judgment  of  Lount,  J.,  in 
favour  of  plaintiff  for  $50  damages  and  costs  upon  the 
findings  of  the  jury  in  an  action  for  libel  and  slander. 

A  certain  mare  had  been  replevied  from  plaintiff  by  one 
NcNally,  who  alleged  that  it  had  been  stolen  from  him 
by  Humphreys,  and  sold  to  plaintiff,  who  knew  it  had 
been  stolen.  At  the  trial  Lossing  swore  that  he  had  raised 
the  mare,  and  that  she  had  never  been  out  of  his  possession. 
T][e  action  finally  resulted  in  his  favour.  Before  judgment, 
and  between  its  date  and  the  date  of  the  judgment  at 
the  first  trial,  which  had  resulted  in  McNally's  favour, 
TiOssing  alleges  that  the  defendant  stated,  falsely  and  mali- 
ciously, as  follow^s,  on  different  occasions: — "  I  have  seen  th'^ 
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mare  in  Humphreys's  possession,  and  shortly  afterwards 
I  saw  it  in  Lossing's  possession."  "  I  saw  Humphreys 
have  this  mare.  He  tried  to  trade  her  to  me,  and  just 
alterwards  1  saw  her  in  Lossing's  possession."  "I  know 
air  Lossing's  horses;  he  never  raised  the  mare.  I  seen 
Humphreys  driving  her,  and  then  seen  Lossing  driving 
her  a  few  days  after."  "'  MeXally  has  two  witnesses  who 
were  present  when  Lossing  traded  and  got  the  mare  from 
Humphreys:" — meaning  thereby  that  plaintiff  had  com- 
mitted perjury,  and  had  purchased  the  mare  knowing  her 
to  have  been  stolen. 

G.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  G.  G.  Duncan,  Norwich,  and  Nei' 
S.nelair,  for  appellant. 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  and  J.  C.  Makins,  Stratford,  for 
plaintiff. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Osler,  Maclennan,  Gar- 
Row,  JJ.A.)  was  delivered  by 

Osler,  J.A.: — The  plaintiff  was  unable,  even  plausibly, 
to  contend  that  the  words  proved  to  have  been  spoken  or 
written,  in  themselves,  in  their  natural  signification,  gave 
rise  to  a  cause  of  action.  Taken  literally,  and  in  their 
primary  and  obvious  meaning,  they  are  perfectly  harmless, 
ard  they  can  only  be  actionable  if  shewn  to  have  been 
spoken  and  written  under  circumstances  which  will  fairly 
admit  of  their  bearing  a  defamatory  construction.  The 
duty  of  the  trial  Judge  in  such  a  case  is  laid  down  by 
Lord  Selborne  in  Capital,  &c.,  Bank  v.  Henty,  7  Ap]).  Cas.. 
at  p.  744.  The  words  here  written  and  spoken,  being  in 
themselves  harmless,  and  prima  faeie  not  even  spoken  of 
and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  it  was  incumbent  upon  him  to 
prove  facts  to  shew  that  they  were  capable  of  the  meaning 
ascribed  to  them  by  the  innuendo.  This  he  has  failed  to 
do.  Appeal  allowed  with  costs,  and  action  dismissed  with 
ccsts. 


MacMahon,  J.  July  3rd,  1902. 

chambers. 

Re  SNYDER. 

L^fe  InMuranve — Certificate— Change  of  Beneficiary  hy  Imlorsation 
Referring  to  Will — Absence  of  Any  Provision  in  Will — Effect 
of—R,  S.  O.  ch.  203,  sec.  J 51,  sub-sees.  .?,  6;  sec.  59,  sub-see.  2 — 
/  Edw.  VII.  ch.  21,  sec.  2,  sub-sec.  7. 

Motion  bv  the  executors  and  trustees  under  the  will  of 

« 

S-nion  Snyder,  and  by  Minnie  Emma  Snyder  and  Alberta 
Lucinda  Snvder,  the  adult  children  of  the  testator,  for  an 
order  directing  payment  out  of  Court  to  the  executors  or 
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iiburance  moneys  paid  in  by  the  Ancient  Order  of  United 
Uorkmen.     On   9th   December,    1881,   this   society    issued 
lo  the  testator  a  beneficiary  certificate  for  $2,000,  payable 
lo  his  wife   Elizabeth  Snyder,  the  beneficiary  named  in  the 
certificate,  on  the  death  of  the  assured.    Elizabeth  Snyder 
(died  on  the  10th  March,  1889.     The  testator  married  again, 
seme  years  later.     On  the  16th  April,  1895,  he  indorsed  on 
the  certificate  a  revocation  of  the  direction  as  to  the  pay 
ment  of  the  insurance,  and  directed  such  payment  to  be 
made  "  to  my  children,  as  directed  by  my  will."    He  died 
on  the  22nd  March,  1902,  having  on  the  previous  day  madi 
hip  will,  probate  of  which  was  granted  to  the  executors  now 
applying.    By  the  terms  of  the  will,  the  executors  are  to 
sell  and  convert  all  the  estate  into  money  as  soon  as  they 
may  find  it    profitable  so  to  do;  they  are  to  .nrovide  a  res^i- 
df  nee  for  the  widow,  and  to  pay  her  a  life  annuity  of  $250; 
and,  subject  to  such  annual  payment,  "  my  executors  shall 
divide  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  estate  between  mv 
children,  share  and  share  alike,  as  follows:  one-quarter  of 
the  share  of  each  child  to  be  paid  to  him  or  her  respec- 
tively when  he  or  she  attains  the  age  of  21  years;  another 
quarter      .     .     when  he  or  she  attains  the  age  of  25  years, 
another  quarter    .     .    when  he  or  she  attains  the  age  of 
30  years;  and  the  balance     .     .     when  he  or  she  attain.^ 
the  age  of  35  years."       The  testator    left    six    children*. 
Herbert  M.  (39);  Alfred  H.  (36);  Minnie  E.  (34);  Alberta 
L.  (21) ;  Florence  M.  and  Clayton  H.  (infants).   By  the  Insur- 
ance Act,  R.  S.  0.  ch.  203,  sec.  151,  sub-sec.  6,  as  amended 
by  1  Edw.  VII.,  ch.  21,  sec.  2,  sub-sec.  7: — "If  one  or  more 
of  the  beneficiaries  die  in  the  lifetime  of  the  assured,  and 
nc   apportionment   or   other    disposition    is    subsequently 
made  by  the  assured,  the  insurance  shall  be  for  the  benefit 
o.*'  the  surviving  beneficiary  or  beneficiaries  in  equal  share.-, 
if  more  than  one ;  and  if  all  the  beneficiaries  die  in  the  life- 
time of  the  assured,  the  insurance  shall  be  for  the  benefit, 
in  equal   shares,  of  the  surviving  infant  children  of  the 
deceased,   and  if  no   surviving  infant  children,  then   the 
benefit  of  the  contract  and  the  insurance  money  shall  form 
part  of  the  estate  of  the  assured."    The  assured  could,  op 
the  death  of  his  wife — the  sole  beneficiary,  of  the  preferred 
class — ^under  sub-sec.  3  of  sec.  151,  by  instrument  in  writ- 
ing attached  to  or  by  indorsement  on    or  identifying  the 
said  contract  by  a  number  or  otherwise,  have  substituted 
new  beneficiaries,   of  the  preferred   class,   which   includes 
children  (sec.  59,  sub-sec.  2). 

E.  E.  A.  DuVemet,  for  the  applicants. 

F.  W.  Harconrt,  for  the  official  guardian. 
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MacMahon,  J.: — The  assured  could,  on  the  death  of 
i)s  wife — ^the  sole  beneficiary  of  the  preferred  class — under 
43ub-8ec.  3  of  sec.  151,  "  by  instrument  in  writing  attache  I 
to  or  by  indorsement  on  or  identifjring  the  said  contract 
by  number  or  otherwise  .  .  .  substitute  new  .benefi- 
ciaries," who  must  be  of  the  preferred  class,  which  class 
includes  children,  grandchildren,  and  mother  of  the  as- 
sured: sec.  159,  sub-sec.  2. 

Now,  the  assured,  seven  years  after  making  the  indorse- 
ment already  referred  to  on  the  beneficiary  certificate,  made 
his  will,  by  which  he  directed  that  the  whole  of  his  estate 
be  divided  amongst  his  children — there  being  both  adult 
and  infant  children — in  equal  shares. 

Had  the  assured  simply  indorsed  the  certificate  making 
the  insurance  payable  to  his  children  without  any  reference 
to  his  will,  the  beneficiaries  would  have  been  sufiBciently 
designated,  as  all  the  children  living  at  the  time  of  his 
death  would  have  been  entitled  to  share  equally  in  the 
fund:  Meams  v.  A.  0.  U.  W.,  22  0.  R.  34.  But  the  in- 
dorsement on  the  benefit  certificate  did  not  effect  a  com- 
plete substitution  of  new  beneficiaries,  as  the  children  who 
were  by  the  terms  of  the  indorsement  to  receive  payment 
of  the  fund  were  such  as  he  should  direct  by  his  will.  The 
will — ^the  instrument  in  writing  by  which,  under  the  Act, 
the  beneficiary  may  be  designated  or  ascertained — ^make«* 
no  reference  whatever  to  the  benefit  certificate  (the  con- 
tract), nor  is  it  attempted  to  be  identified,  by  number  or 
otherwise  in  the  will,  as  required  by  sec.  151,  sub-sec.  3,  so 
as  to  create,  under  the  statute,  a  substitution  of  new  bene- 
ficiaries. 

The  assured,  when  he  indorsed  the  beneficiary  certifi- 
cate, may  have  intended  that  his  infant  children  should  be 
the  new  beneficiaries  under  his  will.  But,  as  the  amendment 
to  sec.  151,  sub-sec.  6,  by  1  Edw.  VII.  ch.  21,  sec.  2,  sub-sec.  'i , 
by  which,  in  the  event  of  new  beneficiaries  not  being  ap- 
pointed as  provided  by  the  Act,  the  insurance  fund  would 
be  payable  to  his  infant  children,  was  passed  a  year  prior  to 
the  making  of  the  will,  he  may  have  considered  it  unne- 
cessary to  deal  with  the  benefit  certificate  by  his  will,  leav- 
ing the  infant  children  to  take  the  fund,  under  the  Act. 

Were  the  applicants — the  executors — to  succeed  on  this 
motion,  the  result  would  be  that  the  estate  of  the  assured 
would  get  the  benefit  of  this  insurance  fund,  and,  as  a 
consequence,  the  creditors  of  the  assured  might  be  paid  out 
of  it.  It  was  in  order  to  prevent  this  that  the  Act  provide? 
that,  where  the  beneficiary  is  of  the  preferred  class,  the 
assured  shall  not  divert  the  benefit  "to  a  person  not  o? 
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that  cla«d,  or  to  the  assured  himself,  or  to  his  estate :''  see. 
151,  sub-sec,  3. 

The  motion  fails,  and  it  is  declared  that  Alberta  Lo- 
einda  Snyder,  Florence  Maude  Snyder,  and  Clayton  Henry 
Snyder,  who  were  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  Simon 
Snyder  his  infant  children,  are  entitled  to  the  fund  created 
by  said  benefit  certificate  and  paid  into  Court,  in  equal 
shares,  less  the  sum  of  $15  to  be  transferred  to  the  account 
of  the  oflBcial  guardian  for  his  fees  on  this  motion.  And 
Alberta  Lucinda  Snyder  having  since  the  death  of  her 
father  attained  the  age  of  21  years,  it  is  directed  that  her 
share,  together  with  the  accrued  interest  thereon,  be  paiJ 
out  of  Court  to  her;  and  that  the  shares  of  the  other  in 
fants  be  paid  out  to  them  on  their  respectively  reaching  the 
age  of  21  years. 

The  costs  of  the  executors,  as  between  solicitor  an  J 
client,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  testator's  estate. 

Britton,  J.  June  28th,  1902- 

chambers. 

Re  PETTIT. 

Dower — Election— Distributive  Share  of  Estate. 

Application  by  the  Trusts  and  Guarantee  Co.,  guardian^ 
of  the  estate  of  Charles  Harold  Pettit,  a  son  of  William 
J.  Pettit,  deceased,  under  Rule  972,  for  an  order  as  to 
the  distribution  of  the  proceeds  of  the  real  estate  of  the 
deceased,  and  the  apportionment  of  the  dower  of  Rebecca 
Ellen  Pettit,  also  deceased. 

T.  R.  Atkinson,  Simcoe,  for  applicants. 

G.  W.  Wells,  K.C.,  for  administrator  de  bonis  nan  of  Wil- 
liam J.  Pettit's  estate. 

E.  E.  A.  DuVernet,  for  administrator  of  widow's  estate, 

F.  W.  Harcourt,  for  official  guardian. 

Britton,  J.: — The  widow  of  the  intestate  took  out  let- 
ters of  administration,  and,  with  the  consent  of  the  official 
guardian,  the  land  was  sold,  and  she  joined  in  the  con- 
veyance as  administratrix  and  individually  to  bar  her  dower. 
The  purchase  money  wav^  paid  into  Court,  the  administra- 
trix reserving  the  right  to  elect  as  to  whether  she  would 
receive  a  distributive  share  of  the  estate  or  her  dower  in 
the  land.  It  seems  to  have  been  clearly  understood  that 
she  had  a  right  to  dower,  and  that  she  was  to  be  paid  out 
of  the  fund  in  Court  a  sum  in  lieu  of  dower,  unless  she 
elected  to  take  her  share. 

Subsequently  she  executed  what  purports  to  be  a  de- 
claration of  election,  after  the  recital,  in  these  words: — 
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''I  .  .  .  have  elected  and  do  herebj  elect  to  take  tbo 
Value  of  iny  dower  in  said  lands^  to  be  computed  upon  the 
principles  applicable  to  life  annuities,  in  lieu  of  and  insteieul 
of  any  other  interest  I  may  have  in  my  husband's  imdis- 
.posed  of  real  estate/' 

She  was  ill  when  she  made  this  declaration,  and  she; 
died  on  the  8th  April,  1901,  without  fully  administering 
the  estate  of  her  husband,  and  leaving  this  money  in  GourtL 
Letters  of  administration  to  her  estate  have  been  granted 
to  Edgar  Burch,  and  letters  de  bonis  nan  of  the  estate 
of  William  I.  Pettit  have  been  taken  out  by  John  Stickney. 
The  Trusts  and  Guarantee  Company  have  letters  of  guar- 
dianship to  the  infant   Charles  Harold  Pettit. 

The  question  for  my  determination  is,  whether,  the 
widow,  Bebecca  Ellen  Pettit,  was  in  her  lifetime  entitled 
to  any  part  of  the  proceeds  of  this  land,  and,  if  so,  whether 
a  distoibutive  share  or  the  value  of  her  dower. 

At  the  time  of  the  sale  of  the  land  and  the  conveyance 
of  it,  and  all  along  after^  it  was  recognized  that  the  widow 
was  entitled  to  dower  in  this  land,  imless  she  should  elect 
to  take  a  distributive  share  of  the  proceeds,  under  sub-sec. 
2,  sec.  4,  ch,  127,  E.  S.  0.  1897.  She  did  not  so  elect: 
The  document  she  signed  was  not  such  a  *^  deed  or  instni* 
ment  in  writing '^  as  is  contemplated  by  that  section.  On 
the  contrary,  instead  pf  electing  to  take  her  interest  under 
that  section,  in  her  husband's  undisposed  of  real  estate,  in 
lien  of  all  claims  to  dower^  she  said  she  would  take  the 
value  of  her  "  dower  in  said  lands,  to  be  computed  upon  the 
principles  applicable  to  life  annuities,  in  lieu  of  and  instead 
of  any  other  interest,'*  &c. 

The  solicitor,  in  drawing  up  this  instrument  for  Mrs. 
Pettit  to  sign,  evidently  had  in  mind  ch.  168,  sec.  9,  E.  S. 
0.  1897,  and  also,  perhaps,  sec.  11,  sub-sec.  4,  of  the  Act 
respecting  the  Devolution  of  Estates.  I  think  it  was  the 
widow's  intention-^acting  upon  advice — ^that  she  should 
get,  and  she  was  satisfied  with  it,  a  gross  sum.  in  lieu  of 
dower  or  in  settlement  of  her  dower.  She  signed  the  deed 
with  the  understanding  that  she  was  entitled  to,  at  least, 
some  amount  in  lieu  of  dower;  that  the  money  was  paid 
into  the  bank  to  protect  her,  as  well  as  the  estate;  and 
there  is  no  reason  why  she  should  not  be  entitled  to  it. 
She  was  46  years  of  age  when  the  land  was  sold — and  her 
dower  interest,  calculated  according  to  the  tables,  Appendix 
6.,  Scribner  on  Dower,  2nd  ed.,  would  be  f  656.40. 

It  makes  no  difference  that  Mrs.  Pettit  died  soon  after 
this  land  was  sold  and  the  money  paid  into  Court. 

The  amount  must  be  determined  according  to  tables 
based  on  expectancy.    It  is  her  expectancy  which  is  to  be 
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valued.     See  McLaughlin  v;  McLaughlin,  22  K  J.  Eq;  505; 
Re  Eose,  17  P.  B.  136;  Baker  v.  Stuaxt,  25  A,  B,  445. 

'  The  order  should  go  that  the  estate  of  William  1.  Pettii 
flhould  be  wound  up;  that  out  of  the  money  paid  into  Court 
the  estate  of  the  widow  should  get  $656.40^  and  interest  at 
rate  paid  by  the  bank;  and  that  the  infant  Charles  Harold 
Pettit  is  entitled  to  residue,  after  payment  of  debts  and 
costs. 

Costs  of  all  parties  to  this  motion  out  of  estate. 

MacMahon,  J.  June  28th,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

EYEESON  V.  MTJEDOCK. 

Master  and  8ervant^Coniract  hy  Servant  Not  to  Engage  in  Busi- 
nes9— Wrongful  Diemissal  of  Servant— SulkMguent  Engaging  in 
Same  Kind  of  Business— -Not  a  Breach  of  Contract. 

Motion  by  plaintiff  for  an  interim  injunction  to  restrain 
defendant  from  breach  of  an  agreement  with  nlaintiff  that 
**he  will  not,  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  directly  or  in- 
directly, either  by  himself  or  by  or  through  any  person  or 
persons  whomsoever,  either  as  owner,  agent,  or  salesman, 
OP  otherwise  howsoever,  engage   or  be  interested  in  the 
selling  or  disposing  of  the  class  of  goods  usually  handled 
by  (the  plaintiflE)  for  a  period  of  two  years  from  the  date/' 
The  defendant  was  managing  salesman  for  the  plaintiflE  for 
the  sale  of  house  furnishings,  and  made  the  agreement 
before  entering  upon  the  service.    The  plaintiflE  required  the 
defendant  to  rive  a  bond  and  pay  the  premium  thereon,  and 
also  made  a  change  in  the  contract  which  aflEected  the  de- 
fendant's commission. 

W.  A.  Skeana,  for  plaintiflE.         » 

E.  B.  Beaumont,  for  defendant. 

MacMahon,  J.,  held  that  a  master  dannot  demand  the 
resignation  of  his  employee  on  an  untaiable  ground,  and, 
when  the  demand  is  complied  with,  use  it  as  an  instrument 
to  prevent  him  earning  a  livelihood  through  being  employed 
in  the  business  to  which  he  is  accustooned. 

Motion  dismissed  with  costs. 

Falconbridge,  C.J.  June  28th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

HEAL  V.   SPEAMOTOE  CO. 

Ctmtract— Breach— Subsequent  Letter  as  to  Vowtractr-^atisfaction'^ 

Waiver— Evidence. 

Second  trial  of  an  action  to  recover  |329.28  and  interest' 
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fer  goods  sold  and  delivered  and  work  and  labour  performed. 
See  ante  p.  175. 

P.  H.  Bartlett,  London,  for  plaintiff. 

J.  C.  Jndd,  London,  for  defendants. 

Falconbridge,  C.J.,  directed  judgment  to  be  entered 
for  plaintiff  after  30  days  for  $309.86,  less  $160  paid  into 
Court,  with  costs. 

MacMahon,  J.  July  2nd,  1902. 

chambers. 

Ee  SCADDING. 

Win—Legactf—IntereBt    on—Legatee    Attaining     21     Tears— Miwvi 

.    Fund. 

Application  by  Mary  Ann  Scadding  and  Charlotte  Milli- 
ccnt  Scadding,  under  Rule  938,  for  an  order  determining 
the  question  whether  interest  is  payable  on  the  legacies 
bequeathed  to  Frederick  M.  Scadding  (assigned  to  Mary 
Ann  Scadding)  and  Charlotte  Millicent' Scadding,  by  the  will 
of  Charles  Scadding,  deceased,  from  the  time  of  their  respec- 
tively attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one.    By  the  will  the  tes- 
tator devised  and  bequeathed  all  his  estate,  real  and  personal, 
to  the  executors  upon  trust  to  sell  and  dispose  of  it  and 
convert  it  into  money  (with  certain  exceptions),  and  to  invest 
the  moneys,  and  ^^  out  of  the  rents,  dividends,  and  annual 
pioceeds  and  interest  of  my  said  estate  I  direct  that  the 
trustees  of  this  my  will  shall  first  deduct  and  pay  unto  A. 
C.    .    •    .    $800    annually    .    .    .    and    shall    pay    the 
balance  of  the  said  interest,  dividends,  and  annual  proceeds 
unto  my  vrife  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life.    .    .    . 
Upon  the  decease  of  my  said  wife  I  direct   the  trustees 
.    .'   .    to  divide  all  my  estate  amongst  my  children.    .      ; 
Subject  to  the  aforesaid  life  interest  payable  to  my  vrife,  1 
iprive,  devise,  and  bequeath  to  my  grandchildren  Frederick 
Mitchell  Scadding  and  Charlotte  Millicent  Scadding  the  sum 
of  one  thousand  dollars  each,  to  be  paid  to  each  on  their 
respectively  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  ta 
esse  mv  estate  is  divided  before  they  reach  that  age,  ths 
principal  is  to  be  invested,  and  the  interest  thereon  is  to  be 
pa:d  to  their  mother  for  them'  annually,  in  the  discretion 
cl  my  executors.  '  In  case  either  of  my  said  last  mentioned 
grandchildren  shall  die  before  he  or  she  attains  the  age  of 
tw6nty-one  years,  the  said  sum  so  bequeathed  to  the  one  en 
dying  is  to  revert  to  my  estate."    The  testator  died  on  the 
19th  June,  1892,  and  his  widow  on  the  10th  January,  1902. 
1891,  and  assigned  the  legacy  payable  to  him  under  the  will 
Frederick  Mitchell  Scadding  came  of  age  on  the  2^nd  Apri>, 
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to  his  mother^  Mary  Ann  Scadding,  on  the  26tK  December, 
1896.  Charlotte  Millicent  was  twenty-one  on  the  29th  D^* 
ccmber^  1896.    A.  C.  is  still  alive. 

W.  Bell,  Hamilton^  for  the  legatees. 

C.  A.  Hasten,  for  the  executors. 

MacMahon,  J. — Although  the  legacies  became  vested 
upon  the  legatees  attaining  majority,  payment  was  post- 
poned until  the  death  of  the  widow,  there  being  no  fund  out 

01  which  to  pay  until  the  event  happened.  The  fund  is  h 
mixed  one;  the  legacies  are  general;  and  the  time  of  pay- 
ment is  fixed  by  the  testator;  and  in  such  cases  the  rule  is, 
that  the  legacies  will  carry  interest  from  the  arrival  of  the 
appointed  period.  It  does  not  make  any  difEerence  that 
the  legacies  are  vested:  Williams  .on  Executors,  9th  ed.,  d. 
1290;  Toomey  v.  Tracey,  4  0.  R,  708;  Lord  v.  Lord,  L.  B. 

2  Ch.  at  p.  789.  Order  declaring  that  the  executors  should 
pey  out  of  the  estate  interest  upon  the  legacies  from  the 
dates  of  the  legatees  attaining  majority.  Costs  of  all  par- 
ties out  of  the  estate. 


OsLEH,  J.A.  June  30th,  1902: 

C.  A.— CHAMBERS. 

Re  prince  EDWAiRD  PROVINCIAL  ELECTION. 

WILLIAMS  V.  CURRIE. 

Parliamentary  Election — Beoaunt  of  Vote$^BaUot  Papers-Names 
and  Numbers  of  Candidate9^Brror  of  Defmty  Returning  Ofltcct 
in  Tearing  off  Number—Dumber  not  Material^R,  8.  0.  ch.  9, 
•eee.  2,  69  (2),  {S),  W,  t(^* 

Appeal  by  Williams  from  the  decision  of  the  Judge  of 
th^  County  Court  of  Prince  Edward  upon  a  recount  of  the 
ballots  cast  at  the  election,  under  sec.  129  of  R.  S.  0.  ch.  9. 
There  were  two  candidates  at  the  election.  Their  names 
and  numbers  were  printed  on  the  ballot  papers  in  ink  of 
different  colours,  as  required  by  sec.  69  (3)  of  ch.  9.  At  14 
polling  places  in  the  electoral  district  the  deputy  retumini? 
officer  in  detaching  the  ballot  paper  from  the  counterfoil 
d^'d  80  in  such  a  manner  that  the  candidates'  numbers  were 
left  on  and  as  part  of  the  counterfoil,  instead  of  being  on 
ard  appearing  as  part  of  the  ballot  paper.  If  the  ballot 
papers  in  that  condition  ought  to  have  been  rejected,  th« 
apj)ellant  candidate  should  have  been  returned  as  having 
tbe  majority  of  legal  votes.  Section  69  (2)  provides  that 
evtry  ballot  paper  shall  contain  the  names  of  the  candidates 
arranged  alphabetically  in  the  order  of  their  surnames,  and 
tbe  ballot  papers  may  be  according  to  form  11  in  Schedule 
A  to  the  Act.    By  sub-sec.  3,  the  numbers  and  names  of 
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every  candidate  shall  be  distinctly  printed  in  ink  of  ditferenfc 
colours.  By  sub-see.  4,  it  is  provided  that  every  ballot 
paper  shall  have  a  counterfoil  attached  thereto,  and  every 
baiiot  paper  and  every  counterfoil  shall  specify  the  name 
of  the  electoral  district  for  which  it  is  to  be  used,  and  every 
ballot  paper  shall  have  a  number  printed  on  the  back 
thereof,  and  the  same  number  shall  be  printed  on  the  face 
of  the  counterfoil  attached  thereto.  The  number  men- 
t:oned  in  sub-sec.  3  is,  of  course,  not  the  number  mentioned 
in  sub-sec.  4.  The  latter  is  the  number  which  is  to  be  on 
th(  face  of  the  counterfoil  and  the  back  of  the  ballot  paper 
tor  the  express  purpose  of  identifying  the  voter  and  findinir 
oii^  how  he  has  voted.  The  former  is  the  number  of  tl.e 
candidate  on  the  face  of  the  ballot  paper,  and  is  nowhcT*:? 
referred  to  or  mentioned  in  the  Act,  except  in  sub-sec.  3» 
and  then  only  in  connection  with  colour  printing. 

S.  W.  Bums  and  Eric  N.  Armour,  for  appellant. 

C.  H.  Widdifield,  Picton,  for  respondent. 

OsLER,  J.A. — Sub-sec.  2  is  the  only  section  which  con- 
tains any  positive  enactment  as  to  what  is  required  to  be 
printed  on  the  face  of  the  ballot  paper,  aside  from  its  mere 
form.  Nothing  more  seems  necessary  than  the  names  o; 
the  candidates.  For  the  rest,  the  ballot  papers  may  be  in 
the  form  given  in  the  schedule.  That  is  directory;  and  the 
form  shews  a  number  in  a  compartment  to  the  left  of  the 
candidate's  name,  indicating  the  order  in  which  it  appear© 
en  the  paper.  This  number  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  an 
essential  part  of  the  ballot  paper.  The  number  might  b^ 
an  aid  to  an  illiterate  voter,  but  in  the  observance  of  any 
positive  enactment  (apart  from  colours),  the  error  of  the 
deputy  returning  officer  in  tearing  off  the  number,  ought 
net  to  work  the  destruction  of  the  ballot,  nor  should  th,-* 
Act  be  strained  in  favour  of  the  illiterate  voter.  Section 
106  goes  far  enough  in  that  direction.  Section  2  is  the 
mandatory  clause  as  to  what  is  to  be  printed  on  the  face  of 
the  ballot,  and  as  it  says  nothing  about  the  number  of  the 
candidate,  such  number  is  not  a  material  part  of  the  ballot 
paper.     Appeal  dismissed.     Xo  order  as  to  costs. 

Meredith,  J.  June  30th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

PEOPLE'S  BUTLDTXG  AXD  LOAN  ASSOCTATTOX  v. 

STANLEY. 
Execution — Costs  of  Application  for  Leave  to  Appeal  to  Court  of 
Appenl—Poicer  to  Award  Costs — Execution  Issued  out  of  Bifjh 
'    Court-Judicature  Act,  sees,  77,  llO—Rules  3,  818,  IISO, 

Motion   (heard  at  London)  by  defendant  to  set   asidv. 
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H.  la.  issued  by  plaintiffs  for  the  costs  of  an  unfiuccessful 
-jvjjplication  made  by  the  defendant  to  a  Judge  of  the  Court 
of  Appeal  (1  0.  W.  R.  399)  under  the  order  of  that  Court 
dismissing  the  application  with  costs.  The  defendant  now 
n.oved  on  the  grounds  that  there  was  no  power  to  make  tha 
•Older  for  payment  of  costs,  and  that  there  was  no  right  fco 
issue  the  writ  out  of  the  High  Court. 

W.  H.  Bartram,  London,  for  defendant. 

J.  C.  Dromgole,  London,  for  plaintiffs. 

Meredith,  J. — By  sec.  77  of  the  Judicature  Act  the  de- 
fendant's application  to  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  leave  to 
-appeal  was  expressly  authorized,  and  power  is  given  to  the 
Court  or  a  Judge  to  grant — in  certain  cases —  or  to  refuse, 
the  leave  applied  for;  and  by  sec.  119,  subject  to  Bules  of 
Court  and  to  the  express  provisions  of  any  statute,  the  cost^ 
«1  and  incidental  to  all  proceedings  in  the  Supreme  Court 
01  Judicature  are  in  the  discretion  of  the  Court  or  Judg-?, 
and  the  Court  or  Judge  has  full  power  to  determine  by  whom 
and  to  what  extent  such  costs  shall  be  paid;  and  part  of 
Kule  1130  is  to  the  same  effect;  and  under  these  provisionj 
the  statutory  power  to  support  the  order  was  given.  Under 
Eule  3,  by  analogy  to  the  procedure  under  Rule  818,  execu- 
tion may  be  rightly  issued  in  the  High  Court  to  enforce 
payment  of  such  costs  as  those  in  question,  in  the  manner 
p'ovided  for  in  the  latter  Rule.  Motion  dismissed  witli 
costs,  fixed  at  $5.  If- defendant  desires,  the  execution  may 
be  stayed  pending  an  appeal  from  this  order,  upon  payment 
to  the  sheriff  of  the  amount  to  be  levied,  including  sheriff's 
fees,  etc.,  to  abide  the  result  of  the  appeal. 

Meredith,  J.  June  30th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

Re  CRAWFORD. 

inn— Direction  to  "  Supply  Wants  "  of  Widmc  and  that  Executon 
might  **  Draw  upon  Such  Money"  as  Testator  might  Die  Pos^ 
sessed  of— Sale  or  Mortgage  of  Real  Estate, 

Application  (heard  at  London)  by  executors  of  will  for 
"Opinion  of  Court.  The  question  was  whether  the  executors 
wfre  empowered  by  the  will  to  resort  to  the  testator^s  real 
•Otiate  in  order  to  supply  the  ''wants"  of  the  widow.  Tha 
will  provided  that,  if  the  widow  should  be  in  need  of  more 
than  the  income  given  to  her  in  it,  ''to  supply  her  wants/* 
thr  exocuior:  misrht  "draw  upon  such  monev"  as  the  testa- 
tor  might  die  possessed  of.  By  a  codicil,  the  executors  were 
empowered  to  draw  upon  any  of  his  property  to  supply  those 
wants. 
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J.  C.  Judd,  London,  for  executors. 

W.  H.  Bamum^  Button,  for  widow. 

J.  M.  Glenn,  K.C.,  for  Dugald  Crawford. 

Meredith,  J.: — The  testator's  first  care,  in  his  will  and 
in  that  codicil,  is  that  the  wants  of  his  widow  shall  be  sati^- 
iied;  and  that  which  remains  only  is  to  go  tg  his  collateral 
reiatives.  The  codicil  makes  it  plain  that  the  executort 
may  have  recourse  to  the  real  estate  to  satisfy  the  widow's 
wants,  if  need  be.  The  wants  of  the  widow,  in  case  of  her 
needing  more  than  is  given  to  her  in  the  first  three  claiises 
of  the  first  paragraph  of  the  will,  are  to  be  supplied  by  tho 
fiecutors  by  drawing  upon  the  testator's  property.  In  th^ 
circumstances  of  this  case,  the  real  estate  can  be  drawn  upon 
only  by  pledge  or  sale.  The  executors  have  power  to  so 
draw  upon  it,  in  the  circumstances  and  for  the  purpose  men- 
ticned;  this  confers  upon  them  implied  power,  at  least,  to 
sell  or  mortgage  for  that  purpose,  in  these  circumstances. 
Order  declaring  the  opinion  of  the  Court  accordingly.  Costs 
out  of  the  estate;  those  of  the  executors  as  between  solicitor 
and  client. 


OsLER,  J.A.  June  30th,  1902 

C.  A. CHAMBERS. 

DAVIS  v.  HOED. 
Appeal — Leave — Action  for  Slander— Costs — Apportionment  of. 

Motion  by  defendant  for  leave  to  appeal  from  order  oi 
a  Divisional  Court,  ante  p.  418. 

The  same  counsel  appeared. 

OsLER,  J.A. — ^This  is  not  a  case  in  which  leave  shouVl 
1)0  granted.  There  is  no  good  reason  why  a  judgment 
iiamed  as  is  the  judgment  at  the  trial  in  this  case  should 
not  lead  to  the  same  result  as  the  former  rule.  See  Spar- 
row V.  Hill,  8  Q.  B.  D.  479,  and  Jenkins  v.  Jackson,  [1891] 
1  Ch.  89.  The  practice  is  right,  but  it  is  even  more  con- 
venient that  it  should  be  settled.  In  everv  case  the  'trial 
Judge  can  shape  the  jiidgment  so  as  to  express  an  intention 
aa  to  the  incidence  of  the  costs.     Motion  refused  with  cost-^.. 


Eritton,  J.  June  30th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

Re  McMillan. 

ViH — Devise  of  "  Chattels,  Money,  and  Notes  " — Mortgage  Undis- 
posed of  hp  the  Will  Passes  under  the  Word  **  Chattels.** 

Application  bv  the  executors  of  the  will  of  Isabella  Mc- 
^inian  (under  Ru^'^  938)  as  to  whether  Isabella  McMillan 
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was  entitled  to  a  certain  mortgage  made  in  favour  of  Joha 
ifcMillan,  or  whether  John  McMillan  died  intestate  in  re- 
spect to  that  mortgage.  John  McMillan  was  an  unmarrie*' 
man  of  considerable  meatos,  residing  in  the  town^fhip  of 
Cornwall.  He  made  his  will  on  the  27th  February,  1886, 
apparently  disposing  of  all  his  property.  At  that  time  he 
was  the  owner  of  two  parcels  of  land.  He  devi^ed  one 
parcel  to  one  Corbett,  and  the  other  to  his  sisters  Mary  Mc- 
Millan and  Isabella  McMillan.  Then  followed  this  daut^e 
ill  the  will :  "  I  will  and  bequeath  to  my  sisters  Isabella  Mc- 
Millan and  Mary  McMillan  all  my  chattels  and  movable? 
and  all  moneys  on  hand  and  moneys  to  be  received  by  my 
nctes,  and  in  case  any  one  of  my  said  sisters  should  die  before 
mc.Iwill  and  bequeath  the  said  chattels,  moneys,  and  notes 
to  the  one  of  said  sisters  who  may  survive  me.''  Mary  died  be- 
fore the  testator.  After  her  death,  John,  by  a  codicil  dated 
14th  August,  1892,  "erased,"  as  he  said,  from  the  will  the 
parcel  of  land  devised  to  Mary  and  Isabella,  and  devised  it 
to  Isabella.  He  made  no  other  change  in  the  will.  John 
McMillan,  before  the  making  of  the  codicil,  had  sold  to 
another  the  land  previously  devised  to  Corbett,  and  the 
mnrtgage  in  question  is  for  the  unpaid  purchase  monev 
upon  that  land. 

C.  A.  Masten,  for  executors  of  Isabella  McMillan. 

W.  M.  Douglas,  K.C.,  for  next  of  kin  of  John  McMillan 

Britton,  J.,  held  that  the  mortgage  passed  to  Isabella^ 
a«  the  sister  who  survived  the  testator,  under  the  word 
"  chattels ''  in  the  will.  Order  accordingly.  Costs  of  ail 
parties  out  of  the  estate  of  Isabella  McMillan. 


Maclennan,  J. a.  ,  July  2xd,  1902, 

C.  A. CHAMBERS. 

Re  LENNOX  PBOVINCIAL  ELECTION. 
CARSCALLEN  v.  MADOLE. 

Parliamentary  Election— Recount  of  Vote^—BalUtt  Papers  not  Ob- 
jected to  before  Deputy  Returning  ^)fficers  —Form  of  Ballot 
Paiiers — Cross  Outside  Upper  Lin^— Circular  Mark^Mark^  *n 
Addition    to  Regular   Cross— Words— Initials— Indefinite   ffarks. 

Appeal  from  a  recount  of  ballots  by  the  Judge  of  the 
County  Court  of  Lennox,  who  foimd  the  votes  cast  for  the 
two  candidates,  Carscallen  and  Madole,  to  be  equal.  Cars- 
callon  appealed  in  respect  of  seven  ballots,  and  Madole  ap- 
ptaled  generally.  It  was  arranged  that  Carscallen's  appeal 
el^ould  first  be  heard  and  disposed  of,  and  this  judgment 
deals  only  with  his  appeal. 
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S.  H.  Blake,  K.C.,  W.  D.  McPherson,  and  E.  G.  Porter, 
ihellevilie,  for  Carscallen. 

G.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  and  Grayson  Smith,  for  M^doie. 

Maclennan,  J. a. — It  was  objected  that  the  Count>' 
C^urt  Judge  was  confined  in  the  recount  to  the  conSiClera 
t:on  of  cases  in  respect  of  which  an  objection  was  made 
before  the  deputy  returning  oihcer  when  counting  the  vorei 
at  the  close  of  the  poll,  1  think  thiti  objection  should  by 
overruled:  see  sees.  112  (4),  124  (1),  aiid  IZd  of  the  Election 
Act. 

The  ballot  papers    used    at    this    election  were    in    the 
form  pre<5cribea  by  the  statute,  having  two  divisions   for  the 
i'i\mes  of  the  candidates  separated  by  a  line  from  left  vy 
right,  and  also  having  a  line  above  the  upper  division,  and 
one  below  the  lower  division,  parallel  to  tlie  dividing  line. 
(Kitside  of  the^se   last-mentioned  lines,   there  is  a  margin 
about  half  an  inch  wide.     Ballot  405  was  marked  with  a 
<:ross    outside,   but    near,    the   upper    line    or  boundary    or 
Carseallen's    division,    and    was    rejected.       I    think     that 
it  should    be    allowed,  for    the    upper    line  is    not    essen- 
tial, and  a  ballot  without  an  upper  line  would   be  good. 
All    that    is    above    the    first    name    may  be  regarded    as 
a  part  of  the  division  of  the  first  candidate,  and  all  belov 
the  second  name  as  a  part  of  the  divisian  of  the  other  candi- 
date.    West  Elgin  Case,  2  E.  C.  41,  applied.     North  Bruce 
Case  (1901,  per  Boyd,  C,  and  Street,  J.),  unreported,  dis- 
tr.iguished  because  of  the  express  directions  of  sec.  72  of 
the  Dominion  Election  Act,  (53  &  (U  Vict.  oh.  12,  that  the 
cross  shall  be  made  in  the  white  space  containing  the  name 
of  the  candidate. 

Ballot  4032  is  marked  in   the  proper    place    for    Ma- 
dole,    but    the   mark    is   a    circle,   not   a    cross,    and    not 
an  apparent  attempt  to  make  a  cross.     I  think  that  the  voto 
must  be  disallowed. 

Ballot  4004  is  well  marked  for  Carscallen,  but  wa^ 
disallowed  because  of  an  irregular  shapeless  pencil  mark 
ir  Madole's  division.  This  should  not  have  been 
d'f-allowed,  but  should  be  counted  for  Carscallen,  not  bein^ 
a  cross  or  any  attempt  to  make  a  cross,  nor  a  mark  by  whic^i 
the  voter  could  be  identified. 

Ballot  5288  was  also  distinctly  marked  by  a  cross  for 
Carscallen.  It  had,  however,  in  Carscallen's  division,  in 
the  sub-division  containing  his  number,  the  initials  S.  A  . 
in  small  but  legible  capitals.  This  was  rejected  by  the 
County  Judge.  I  have  spoken  to  my  brother  Osier,  and 
he  agrees  with  me.  that  any  written  word  or  name  upon 
a    ballot,    presumably    written     by    the    voter,    ought    to 
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vitiate  the  vote,  as  being  a  means  by  which  he  could  be 
identified,  and  in  general  other  marks  ought  not  to  have 
that  effect,  and  5288  was  properly  rejected. 

Ballot  2470  was  marked  by  a  somewhat  irregular  erosd 
for  Madole.     This  wae  rightly  allowed. 

Ballot  40()4  had  crosses  in  the  divisions  of  both  candi- 
dates.    This  was  properly  rejected. 

Ballot  5256  was  in  the  same  plight.  It  was  contended 
that  there  were  indications  of  an  intention  to  obliterate  the 
cros.^'.  in  Madole's  division.  I  think  this  is  not  a  fair  deduc- 
tion.    The  ballot  was  properly  rejected. 

The  result  is  that  ballots  405  and  4004  should  be  added 
to  Carscallen^s  poll  and  4032  struck  off  Madole*s  poll,  which 
gives  Carscallen  a  majority  of  three. 


Maclennan,  J.A.  July  2nd,   1903. 

c.a. — chambers. 

Re  XORTH  grey  PROVINCIAL  ELECTION. 

BOYD  V.  McKAY. 

Parliamentary  Election — Recount  of  Votes — Ballxit  Paper — Diatinct 
CroHs— Obliterated  Cross — Candidate's  Name  on  Back  of  Ballot 
—Perpendicular  Line  instead  of  Cross — Horizontal  Line  instead 
of  Cross— Straight  Slanting  Line  instead  of  Cross — Words  ovrr 
Initials  on  Back— Cross  on  Back — Irregular  Pencil  Marking  on, 
hesldes  Cross — Evidence  of  Intention  to  Make  a  Cross, 

Appeal  from  a  recount  of  ballots  by  the  junior  Judge  or 
the  County  Court  of  Grev.  The  candidates  were  G.  M. 
Be  yd  and  A.  G.  McKay,  and  the  County  Judge  found  a  ma- 
jority of  five  votes  for  McKay.  Both  candidates  appealed, 
and  the  appeal  of  Boyd  was  first  proceeded  with,  the  appeal 
of  McKay  being  deferred. 

S.  H.  Blake,  K.C.,  and  W.  D.  McPherson,  for  Boyd. 

G.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  W.  H.  Wright,  Owen  Sound,  am? 
Grayson  Smith,  for  McKay. 

Maclennan,  J.A. — It  was  objected  by  Boyd  that  a 
jiirior  Judge  had  no  jurisdiction  to  recount  votes.  I  think 
that,  as  it  appeared  by  the  certificate  that  the  junior  Judg^e 
acled  with  the  concurrence  and  approval  of  the  senior  Judjje, 
thr  jurisdiction  of  the  junior  Judge  was  free  from  doub*: 
spp  sees.  124-131  of  the  Election  Act,  and  sees.  2  and  14  of 
the  Tjocal  Courts  Act,  R.  S.  0.  ch.  54. 

Four  ballots   (6418,  6241,  6427,  and  6429)   counted   for 
Boyd    at    No.    9,    St.    Vincent,  were    disallowed    by     tbe- 
Judge    in    consequence    of    being    marked    with    a    cross. 
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not  only  in  Boyd^s  division,  but  ako  in  that  of  McKay^ 
The  Boyd  crosses  were  on  the  right-hand  side  of  h>.> 
name,  and  were  distinct  and  conspicuous.  They  strucxs. 
tJie  eye  at  once.  The  McKay  cross  upon  three  ot 
taem  is  obscure  and  indistinct,  and  that  on  the  fourth,  whiL* 
more  distinct,  is  mucli  le^s  conspicuous  than  the  Boyd  cross. 
1  think  that  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  McKay  crosses 
were  made  after  the  count  at  the  close  of  the  poll.  They 
were  not  observed,  in  the  hurry  of  counting,  while  the 
crosses  for  Boyd,  being  conspicuous,  caused  them  to  be  at 
once  counted  for  him.  The  same  thing  exactly  occurred  on 
the  recount,  when  the  Judge,  without  observing  the  two 
cTOsses,  handed  all  four  ballots,  as  Boyd  ballots,  to  McKay's 
agent  for  examination,  and  when  two  of  them  escaped  th^ 
notice  of  the  agent  also,  and  were  not  discovered  until  a 
second  examination  by  Boyd's  agent.  Under  these  circuni* 
stances,  there  is  hardly  room  even  for  a  suspicion  that  the 
marks  complained  of  were  made  after  the  counting  of  the 
votes.  It  was  argued  that  the  condition  in  which  the  ballots 
Mere  found  was  very  suspicious.  There  appears  to  havo 
teen  two  (a)  packets  furnished  to  the  deputy  returning  of 
ficer  with  printed  blank  indorsements  thereon.  He  p>it  the 
ballots  in  one,  and  sealed  it;  but  he  filled  ut>  the  blanks  m 
the  other,  with  all  the  proper  indorsements  required  u/ 
sec.  116  of  the  Act,  instead  of  upon  the  first.  This  seems 
to  have  been  a  mere  mistake;  and  it  could  not  have  ha? 
any  connection  with  the  alleged  falsification  of  the  fovr 
ballots;  which  were  properly  disallowed. 

Ballot  1293  (Owen  Sound,  5)  v/as  marked  with  a  distinct 
cross  for  McKay,  and  an  obliterated  cross  in  Boyd's  divi- 
sion.   This  was  rightly  allowed. 

Ballot  719  (Owen  Sound,  4A)  Was  marked  for  McKav 
but  had  "McKay'*  written  on  the  back.  This  was  impro- 
perly allowed. 

Ballot  861  (Owen  Sound,  4A)  was  marked  for  McKay 
with  a  very  distinct  ch'oss,  and  had  a  very  faint  cross  in 
Boyd's  division.  The  County  Judge  allowed  it,  think- 
ing the  faint  cross  was  an  impression  of  the  other,  made 
by  folding.  I  think,  after  careful  examination,  this  n 
rot  so,  and  the  vote  should  have  been  disallowed. 

Ballot  8  (Owen  Sound,  1)  was  marked  with  a  perpendicu- 
lai  line,  not  an  attempt  to  make  a  cross.     I  think  this  was 
rightly  rejected. 

Ballot  595  (Owen  Sound,  3)  was  marked  with  a  hori- 
zcntol  line.     I  think  this  .was  rightly  disallowed. 

Ballot  1083  (Owen  Sound,  4)  was  marked  with  a  straight 
slanting  line.     I  think  this  was  properly  disallowed. 
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Ballot  2650  (Owen  Sound,  10)  was  properly  marked  for 
McKay,  but  had  the  words  ''  objection  No.  1  (Boyd) ''  in  pen- 
cil on  the  back,  over  the  initials  F.  C.  1  think  this  was  rightly 
Rj  lowed,  for  the  words  appeared  to  have  been  written  by  the 

deputy  returning  officer. 

Ballot  2()71  (Owen  Sound,  10)  was  marked  with  a  per- 
pendicular straight  line  for  Boyd.  1  think  this  was 
rightly  rejected. 

Ballot  3934  (Sydenham,  2)  was  marked  with  a  line. 
This  was  rightly  disallowed. 

Ballots   800(i   (Sarawak,  3),  G406   (St.  Vincent,  9),  6816 
(Keppel,  3),  and  4816  (Meaford,  2)  were  each  marked  with 
a  cross  on  the  back.    These  were  rightly  disallowed. 

Ballot  6912  (St.  Vincent,  5)  was  marked  with  a  distinct 
cross  for  Boyd,  and  an  indistinct  one  for  McKay.    This  was 
rightly    disallowed. 

Ballot  5027  (Meaford,  4A)  v/as  marked  with  several 
tr«mulous  connected  marks  in  McKay's  division.  This 
was  an  evident  cross,   and  rightly  allowed. 

Ballot  5278  (Meaford,  6A)  had  a  strongly  marked  cross 
f ( r  McKay,  and  a  thin,  faint,  upright  pencil  mark  on  the 
upper  edge  of  the  ballot  paper,  in  Boyd's  division,  not  indi- 
tutive  of  any  intention  to  make  a  cross.     This  was  rightly 
filJowcd   for  McKa3^ 

Ballot  5289  (Meaford,  6A)  was  marked  with  a  distinct 
cioss  for  McKay,  and  in  the  same  division  another  slight  ir- 
regular pencil  marking.     This  was  rightly  allowed. 

Ballot  5298  (Meaford,  6A)  was  marked  with  a  distinct 
( ross  for  McKay,  and  in  the  same  division  a  serie«i  of  slight, 
I  loudy,  formless  pencil  markings.    This  was  rightly  allowed. 

Ballot  6764  (Keppel,  3)  was  marked  with  two  lines  lying 
vorv  close  to  each  other,  but  both  distinctlv  visible  in  Bovd's 
division.  The  linens  slant  from  right  to  left;  one  is  a  little 
shorter  than  the  other.  From  the  top  and  for  a  little  more 
1  iian  a  third  of  their  length,  they  appear  to  coincide,  and  then 
diverge  at  a  very  acute  angle.  The  mark  ap^^eared  to  have 
been  made  by  two  separate  strokes  of  the  pencil.  FoUow- 
iug  the  opinion  of  Eitchie,  C.J.,  Strong  and  Gwynne,  JJ., 
ill  the  Bothwell  Case,  8  S.  C.  R.  696,  I  think  there  was  evi- 
dorce  of  an  intention  to  make  a  cross,  and  the  vote  should 
have  been  allowed  for  Bovd. 

The  result  is,  that  tv/o  of  the  votes  counted  for  McKay 
fihouUl  be  disallowed,  and  one  which  w^as  disallowed  to  Bovd 
should  be  counted  for  him,  and  McKay's  majority  is,  there- 
fore, reduced  to  two. 
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Moss,  J.A.  July  6th,  1902. 

C.  A. — CHAMBERS. 

Be  CABTWRIGHT  SCHOOL  TRUSTEES  and  TOWN- 
SHIP OF  CARTWBIGHT. 

Appeal — Leave— Award — Construction  of  Obscurely  Phrased  Section 
of  Public  8cJiools  Act — Matter  of  Public  Interest. 

Motion  by  the  to^^ship  corporation  for  leave  to  appeal 
from  the  order  of  a  Divisional  Court  (ante  387)  allowing 
an  appeal  from  an  order  of  a  Judge  in  Chambers  and 
granting  a  mandamus  to  the  corporation  requiring  them 
to  pass  a  by-law  for  the  issue  of  debentures  for  f  1,000  for 
the  purpose  of  the  purchase  of  a  school  site  and  the  erection 
of  a  school-house. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  motion. 

W.  B.  Biddell,  K.C.,  for  school  trustees. 

Moss,  J.A. : — The  circumstance  of  the  first  order  having 
been  made  in  Chambers,  and  the  additional  fact  that  the 
applicants  for  leave  to  appeal  to  this  Court  were  the  respon- 
dents in  the  Divisional  Court,  and  would  have  been  entitled 
to  appeal  as  of  course  if  the  motion  had  been  heard  in  the 
first  instance  by  a  Judge  sitting  in  Court,  are  material  fac- 
tors— ^when  coupled  with  reasons  of  a  substantial  kind  for 
questioning  the  judgment  complained  of — in  affecting  the 
discretion  to  be  exercised.  An  important  que^ion  is  raised 
as  to  the  true  construction  of  a  somewhat  obscurely  phrased 
section  of  the  Public  Schools  Act.  Plausible  grounds  of 
objection  to  the  construction  placed  upon  the  legislative  pro- 
visions in  question  by  the  Divisional  Court  are  presented. 
Questions  relating  to  the  validity  or  invalidity,  or  binding 
effect  or  otherwise,  of  an  award  purporting  to  be  made  in 
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pursuance  of  these  provisions  are  also  involved,  and  the 
matter  is  of  some  public  interest.  Order  made,  giving  leave 
to  appeal  upon  the  usual  terms.     Costs  in  the  appeal. 


MacMahon,  J.  July  5th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

;  SMITH  V.  MASON. 

Will—Legatees— Period  of  Vesting  and  Distribution  the  Same - 
Realty  and  Personaltu — Sale— Direction  to  Trustees  to  S€ll  and 
Divide  Proceeds, 

Motion  by  William  Murdoch,  one  of  the  devisees  under 
the  will  of  John  Smith,  deceased,  for  an  order  determining 
the  following  questions  arising  under  the  will: — (1)  A&  to 
the  division  of  the  estate  into  nine  portions,  in  pursuance 
of  the  wiill,  for  the  purpose  of  administration.  (2)  As  to 
the  payment  over  by  the  present  trustees  to  the  adult  grand- 
children of  John  Smith  of  their  shares  of  the  estate,  or 
such  portion  thereof  as  has  now  been  got  in.  (3)  As  to  pay- 
ments directed  under  clause  12  of  the  judgment  of  30th 
May  last.  The  will  is  dated  11th  December,  1880,  and 
appoints  the  defendants  James  Mason,  Charles  Smith,  and 
Harrison  B.  Forbes,  executors  and  trustees.  Forbes  having 
left  the  Province,  Emile  C.  Boeckh  was  appointed  a  trustee 
in  his  place  in  July,  1888.  The  estate  amounts  to  $300,000, 
and  it  is  asked  that  J2 70,000  be  distributed,  in  nine  shares, 
amongst  those  entitled  under  the  will. 

B.  F.  B.  Johnston,  K.C.,  for  the  applicant: 

W.  M.  Boultbee,  for  plaintiffs. 

H.  T.  Kelly,  for  James  Mason  and  Charles  Smith. 

D.  0.  Cameron,  for -Neil  J.  Smith. 

F.  Denton,  K.C.,  for  John  C.  Smith. 

H.  T.  Kelly,  for  all  the  other  adult  defendants. 

F.  W.  Harcourt,  for  the  Boeckh  infants. 

W.  Davidson,  for  all  the  other  infants. 

MacMahon,  J.: — The  shares  of  the  children  in  the 
personal  estate  became  vested  on  the  death  of  the  widow. 
The  trustees  are  directed  to  divide  the  trust  monej's  (which 
would  include  the  capital  sum  invested  for  the  benefit  of  the 
widow)  and  the  personal  estate  amongst  the  children.  After 
the  division,  "  the  share  '^  of  each  of  the  children  is  directed 
to  be  invested  for  his  or  her  benefit.  So  that  the  time  of 
vesting  and  period  of  distribution  is  the  same.  The  realty 
is  directed  to  be  sold,  and  the  moneys  arising  from  the  sale 
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divided  equally  amongst  the  children  in  the  same  way  and 
subject  to  the  same  trusts  and  declarations  as  the  personal 
estate.  The  period  of  vesting  is  the  same,  i.e.,  on  the  death 
of  the  widow.  See  McDonell  v.  McDonell,  24  0.  R,  468; 
Kirby  v.  Bangs,  27  A.  R.  61.  There  being  an  express 
direction  to  the  trustees  to  divide  the  trust  moneys  arising 
out  of  the  sale  and  conversion  of  the  personal  property  and 
real  estate  among  the  children  in  equal  shares  on  the  death 
of  the  widow,  and  that  direction  not  having  been  carried 
out,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  direct  the  distribution 
to  be  made  now.  All  the  testator's  estate  has  been  got  in 
and  converted,  except  a  balance  due  on  the  claim  against 
the  Cooper  &  Smith  partnership  estate,  which  balance  is 
partly  secured  by  a  mortgage  on  a  house  and  land  in  the 
city  of  Toronto. 

Order  accordingly.    Costs  out  of  estate. 


BoBERTSON,  J.  June  28th,  1902. 

TRIAL.  « 

GREISMAN  V.  FINE. 
Title  to  Land— Registered  Title— Appurtenance, 

Action  to  recover  possession  of  about  175  square  feet 
of  land,  part  of  the  premises  known  as  street  No.  80  on  the 
west  side  of  Chestnut  street,  in  the  city  of  Toronto.  The 
defendant  pleaded  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  but  did  not 
offer  any  evidence  tmder  it,  and  the  question  was  one  of 
paper  title  only. 

N.  F.  Paterson,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

B.  O.  Smyth,  for  defendant. 

BoBERTSON,'J.,  held  that  the  title  is  clearly  in  the  plain 
tiff  except  as  to  the  rights  acquired  by  defendant  to  con- 
tinue as  an  ''  appurtenant  '^  to  his  premises  the  occupation 
of  the  small  piece  on  which  his  kitchen  is  erected.    Judg- 
ment accordingly  for  the  plaintiff  with  costs. 


MacMahon,  J.  June  26th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

JOYCE  V.  JOYCE. 

Partition — Bale—Yerhal  Agreement  to  Bell  Interest  in  Land — Statute 
of  Frauds— Part  Performance— Acquiescence— Arbitration  or 
Valuation— Notice, 

Action  for  partition  or  sale  of  certain  land. 
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J.  E.  Farewell,  K:.C.,  and  W.  H.  Harris,  Port  Perry,  for 
plaintiff. 

N.  P.  Paterson,  K.C.,  and  S.  S.  Sharpe,  Uxbridge,  fwr 
defendant.  i 

MacMahon,  J.: — The  plaintiff  had  a  perfect  right  to 
recede  from  any  verbal  offer  she  made  to  the  defendant,  her 
brother,  to  accept  f 60  for  her  share  of  the  land.  .  .  . 
There  was  no  reference  to  arbitration.  The  plaintiff  ww 
not  aware  until  after  the  so-called  arbitration  that  the  arbi- 
trators had  met  to  consider  the  matter.  She  was  not  repre- 
sented by  her  brother  John,  and,  although  John  received 
notice  of  the  arbitrators  mieeting,  he  did  not  appear  on  her 
behalf,  and  she  did  not  receive  any  notice.  ...  As  an 
award  or  as  a  valuation  what  was  done  would  not  bind  her. 
There  is  no  wijting  to  satisfy  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and 
the  plaintiff  has  not  acquiesced  in  the  possession  by  the  de- 
fendant of  the  land  and  in  his  making  certain  improvements, 
some  of  which  were  absolutely  necessary,  and  they  axe  not 
such  acts  of  part  performance  as  take  the  case  out  of  the 
statute.  See  remarks  of  Sir  James  Wigram  in  Dale  v.  Ham- 
ilton, 6  Hare  381,  quoted  in  Maddison  v.  Alderson,  8  App. 
Cas.  at  p.  479.    . 

Usual  judgment  for  sale.  Reference  to  Master  at 
Whitby,  &c. 

Falconbridge,  C.J.  July  10th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

MANN  V.  CITY  OF  ST.  THOMAS. 

Municipal  Corporation — Sidevoalk— Repair — Orosa  TfegUoence, 

Action  by  James  Mann  to  recover  $1,000  damages  for 
injuries  (dislocation  of  shoulder)  received  on  the  11th  Jan- 
uary, 1902,  by  a  fall  upon  an  icy  sidewalk  at  the  comer  of 
Talbot  street  and  Woodworth  avenue,  in  the  city  of  St 
Thomas.  The  plaintiff  charged  that  the  defendants  were 
guilty  of  gross  negligence  in  allowing  the  sidewalk  to  be  out 
of  repair. 

J.  A.  Robinson,  St.  Thomas,  for  plaintiff. 

W.  B.  Doherty,  St.  Thomas,  for  defendants. 

Falconbridge,  C.J.,  held  that,  having  regard  to  the 
place  where  the  acctident  happened,  the  state  of  the  weather, 
and  the  other  surrounding  circumstances,  there  is  not  that 
"gross  negligence ^^  which  must  exist. to  fasten  liability  on 
defendants.     See  Ince  v.  City  of  Toronto,  27  A.  R.  410,  31 
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« 

8.  C.  B.  323.  There  was  a  very  much  stronger  case  against 
defendants  in  McQuillan  v.  Town  of  St.  Mary's,  31  0.  R. 
401.  If  the  finding  were  for  the  plaintiff,  the  damages 
would  not  be  suflScient  to  carry  costs  on  the  High  Court 
Ecale.    Action  dismissed  without  costs. 


July  7th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

WILDER  V.  WOLF. 

Attachment  of  Debts — Division  Court-<}heque — Payment  Stopped— 

Oamishee—Paytnent  into  Court. 

Appeal    by  primary  creditor  from  judgment  in    10th 
Division  Court  m  the  County  of  York  dismissing  his  claim 
against  the  garnishee  and  ordering  pa3rment  to  the  claimant 
of  the  money  in  Court.    The  action  was'  brought  by  Wilder 
against  Wolf  to  recover  $150  advanced  by  three  cheques 
of  $50  each.    The  evidence  shewed  that  the  amount  had 
been  advanced  in  part  payment  of  a  car  load  of  junk  to  be 
delivered  by  Wolf  to  Wilder,  and  that  Wolf,  having  re- 
ceived the  money,  instead  of  delivering  the  car  load    to 
Wilder,  sold  it  to  Mehr  (garnishee).     Mehr  bought  in  good 
faith,  and  gave  his  cheque  for  $205  in  payment  to  Wolf, 
the  cheque  being  drawn  on  the  Bank  of  Ottawa  in  Toronto. 
Wolf  took  it  to  the  Canadian  Bank  of  Commerce  at  Orange- 
ville,  and  had  it  cashed  there,  upon  Taylor  (claimant)  guar- 
anteeing payment  by  his  indorsement.    Before  the  cheque 
was  presented  at  the  Bank  of  Ottawa  in  Toronto,  the  present 
action  had  been  brought,  and  Mehr  had  been  served  with 
garnishee  proceedings;  he  at  once  stopped  payment  of  the 
cheque,  and  it  was  refused  by  the  Bank  of  Ottawa,  and  was 
duly,  protested  for  non-payment.     Mehr  paid    the  amount 
of  it  into  Court.     The  bank. at  Orangeville  called  upon  Tay- 
lor, and  he  paid  the  amount  to  the  bank,  and  now  claimed 
the  money  in  Court  to  recoup  himself.     Wolf  denied  that 
he  owed  Wilder  the  amount  claimed,  and  swore  that  the 
three  cheques  for  $150  were  to  be  applied  upon  a  running 
account  between  him  and  Wlilder.     The  Judge  in  the  Divi- 
sion Court  (MoRSON,  Jun.  J.)  gave  judgment  for  Wilder 
against  Wolf  for  the  $150  and  costs,  and  dismissed  Wilder's 
claim  against  Mehr,  and  ordered  payment  of  the  money  in 
Court  to  Taylor. 

E.  E.  A,  DuVemet,  for  Wilder. 

L.  V.  McBrady,  K.C.,  for  Mehr. 

A.  A.  Hughson,  Orangeville,  for  Taylor. 
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The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Falconbridge,  C.J., 
Street,  J.,  Britton,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Street,  J. : — Justice  is  done  to  all  parties  by  the  judg- 
ment appealed  against,  and  it  should  be  upheld.  If  the 
money  in  Court  were  to  be  paid  out  to  Wilder,  Mefar  would 
be  liable  to  pay  it  over  again  to  Taylor;  while,  if  the  judg- 
ment stands,  the  cheque  in  the  hands  of  Taylor  will  be  sat- 
isfied by  the  payment  out  of  Court  to  him  of  the  money 
which  Mehr  paid  in.  Nothing  stands  in  the  way  of  this 
but  the  conclusion  usually  to  be  drawn  from,  the  fact  of 
payment  into  Court  by  a  garnishee  of  the  amount  claimed 
from  him — that  he  admits  his  indebtedness.  Here,  how- 
ever, all  the  facts  and  all  the  parties  are  before  the  Court, 
and  it  is  pMn  that  justice  has  been  done  to  all  without 
infringing  any  rule  of  law.    Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 


BoBERTSON,  J.         •  June  28th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

CENTBAL  CANADA  LOAN  AND  SAVINGS  CO.  v. 

POBTEB. 

Title  to  Land— Registered  Titled-Real  Property  Limitation  Act, 

Action  to  recover  two  acres  (worth  less  than  $200)  of 
the  east  half  of  lot  7  in  the  6th  concession  of  the  township 
of  Manvers.  Defence  on  the  paper  title  and  under  the  Beal 
Property  Limitation  Act.  i 

D.  W.  Dumble,  Peterborough,  for  plaintiffs. 

E.  E.  Wood,  Peterborough,  and  B.  B.  Stone,  Peter- 
borough, for  defendant. 

BoBERTSON,  J.,  found  all  the  issues  in  favour  of  plain- 
ttffs.  Judgment  for  plaintiffs  for  possession,  with  costs  on 
the  County  Court  scale.    No  set-off  of  costs  to  defendant. 


Falconbridge,  C.J.  July  11th,  1902. 

ABBOTT  V.  GUSTIN. 
Sale  of  Land — Speciflo  Performanoe^Poseeasion.  * 

Action  by  Oliver  Abbott,  a  farmer  of  Colchester  South, 
against  Bobert  Oustin,  another  fanner  of  the  same  township, 
and  the  executors  of  the  will  of  the  late  William-  McCain, 
to  recover  possession  of  land  which  the  defendant  Gustin, 
as  alleged,  agreed  to  sell  to  plaintiff,  he  himself  having 
agreed  to  buy  it  from  the  other  defendjants,  and  for  specific 
performance  and  an  injunction  and  damages. 
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J.  P.  Mabee,  K.C.,  and  W.  A.  Smith,  Biingsville,  for 
plaintiff. 

A.  H.  Clarke,  K.C.,  for  defendant  Gustin. 

M.  K.  Cowan,  K.C.,  for  defendants  the  executors 

Falconbridge,  C.J.,  found  all  the  facts  in  favour  of 
plaintiff,  and  gave  judgment  as  prayed  by  the  statement  of 
claim,  with  $25  damages. 

W.  A  Smith,  KingsMille,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

Clarke,  Cowan,  Bartlett,  &  Bartlett,  Windsor,  solicitors 
for  defendant  Oustin. 

M.  K.  Cowan,  Windsor,  solicitor  for  defendants  the  exe-. 
cutors. 


Maclennan,  J.A.  July  10th,  1902. 

C.  A.— CHAMBERS. 

Be  NOBTH  GBEY  PBOVINCIAL  ELECTION. 

McKAY  V.  BOYD. 

Parliamentary  Electiotir-Nofice  of  AjM^eal  from  Reoount^-Signaiure 
hy  Solicitor— Election  Act,  sec,  129  (1) — Cross-appeal  after  Ma- 
jority Declared  upon  Appeal— Bee,  129  (5) — Re-opening  Original 
Appeal. 

After  the  djisposition  of  Boyd's  appeal,  ante  p.  474,  Mc- 
Kay proposed  to  submit  his  cross-appeal  from  the  recount. 

G.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  W.  H.  Wright,  Owen  Sound,  and 
Grayson  Smith,  for  McKay. 

S.  H.  Blake,  K.C.,  E.  E.  A.  DuVemet,  and  Eric  N.  Ar- 
mour, for  Boyd. 

Maclennan,  J.A.  : — After  I  had  disposed  of  the  appeal 
of  Mr.  Boyd,  which  left  Mr.  McKay  still  with  a  majority  of 
two,  Mr.  Watson,  counsel  for  Mr.  McKay,  clalimed  the  right 
of  proceeding  with  his  appeal.  This  was  opposed  by  Mr. 
Blake  on  two  grounds :  first,  that  Mr.  McKay's  notice  of 
appeal  was  not  signed  by  himself  personally,  but  by  his 
solicitors  on  his  behalf;  and  secondly,  because,  Mr.  McKay 
having  a  majority,  the  further  proceeding  with  his  appeal 
could  not  alter  the  result,  and  was  useless. 

The  first  objection  was  rested  on  the  language  of  sec. 
129  (1)  of  the  Election  Act,  which  authorizes  the  candidate 
to  appeal  by  giving  a  notice  in  writing,  without  expressly 
authorizing  the  notice  to  be  given  by  an  agent  or  solicitor; 
while  it  expressly  authorizes  the  notice  to  be  served  upon 
the  solicitor  of  the  other  candidate.  I  overruled  the  objec- 
tion, thinking  it  of  no  weight  whatever. 
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I  aJso  overruled  the  other  objection,  fJiinlriTig  that  the 
right  of  appeal  from  the  recount  of  the  County  Judge 
was  clearly  given  to  either  candidate  by  sec.  129  (1),  irre- 
spective of  which  of  them  had  a  majority  ;  and  that  by 
sec.  129  (5)  the ,  Judge  is  required  to  recount  '^  the  bal- 
lots or  such  of  them  as  are  the  subject  of  appeal/'  and 
to  certify  his  dedision.  It  seemed  to  me,  also,  that,  having 
regard  to  the  provisions  of  sec.  172,  a  successful  candidate 
ought  to  have  tiie  right  to  have  the  full  tale  of  his  lawful  ma- 
jority established  by  a  recount. 

On  proceeding  with  Mr.  McKay^s  appeal,  I  allowed  the 
same  in  respect  of  four  ballots,  disallowing  it  in  respect  of 
a  number  of  others.  At  this  stage,  counsel  for  Mr.  Boyd 
claimed  the  right  to  object  to  certain  other  ballots,  not  pre- 
viously objected  to.  Mr.  Watson  resisted  this,  on  the 
ground  that  Boyd's  appeal  had  been  closed  and  disposed  of. 
I  held,  however,  that  the  appeals  on  both  sides  were  still 
open,  neither  of  them  having  been  limited  to  particular 
ballots,  for  the  reasons  already  mentioned.  On  the  part  of 
Mr.  Boyd,  five  further  ballots  were  then  objected  to,  of 
which  only  one  was  allowed. 

The  result  of  both  appeals,  therefore,  is  that  each  candi- 
date has  succeeded  in  respect  of  four  ballots,  and  the  ma- 
jority remains  as  it  was  found  by  the  learned  County  Judge, 
a  majority  of  five  for  McKay.  I  think  there  should  be  no 
costs  to  either  appellant. 


•  ■  •  • 


Britton,  J.  June  27th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

Re  parks  and  LAKE  ERIE  and  DETROIT  RIVES 

R.  W.  CO. 

Re  McALPINE  and  LAKE  ERIE  and  DETROIT  RIVEB 

R.  W.  CO. 

Co8t»^ArlHtration  under  Railway  Actr—TaxaiUm  6y  Judge. 

Motion  by  land-owners  for  order  confirming  taxation  of 
costs  of  arbitration,  and  for  payment  by  the  railway  com- 
pany of  the  balance  of  the  amounts  awarded  and  costs. 

T.  W.  Crothers,  St.  Thomas,  for  the  land-owners. 

H.  E.  Rose,  for  the  company. 

Britton,  J. : — ^The  costs  not  having  been  taxed  by  "  the 
Judge,'*  as  the  statute  requires,  and  the  company  protesting 
against  the  taxation  by  a  local  officer  of  the  Court,  who  was 
(upon  an  ex  parte  application)  directed  by  the  Judge  to  taX 
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fhem^  I  have  gone  carefully  over  the  costs^  and  I  tax  thenii 
in  the  McAlpine  caae  at  11^007.37^  and  in  the  Parks  case  at 
$358.77^  and  I  make  an  order  for  payment,  as  asked  by  the 
land-owners. 

Grothers  &  Price>  St.  Thomas,  solicitors  for  the  land- 
owners. 

J.  H.  Cobum,  Walkerville,  solicitor  for  the  company. 

June  28th,  1901 

TOWNSHIP  OF  GLOUCESTER  v.  CANADA  ATLANTIC 

E.  W.  CO. 

Way— Road  Allawaw)e-^b9tntctioh—Railwaif9— Fences  ^  MuwMpal 
CorporafUm—Bif'law—RailtDay  Act  of  Canada— Railway  Commit- 
tee of  Privy  Council— Injunction— Removal  of  Ohstrudiw^^ 
Jurisdiction. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  Lount,  J.  (3 
O.  L.  R.  85)  upon  a  stated  case  as  to  the  right  of  the  plain- 
tiffs to  open  an  original  road  allowance,  across  which  the 
defendants'  railway  runs. 

F.  H.  Chrysler,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

G.  F.  Henderson,  Ottawa^  for  plaintiffs. 

The  Court  (Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss,  Garrow,  JJ.A.) 
dismissed  the  appeal  with  costs,  agreeing  with  the  reasons 
giyen  by  Lount,  J. 

June  28th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

DOIDGE  V.  DOMINION  COUNCIL  OP  THE  ROYAL 

TEMPLAES  OP  TEMPERANCE. 

Insurance— Benevolent  Boeiety-rDisaldUty  Benefit  Certiflodte— Proof 
of  Age  of  Beneficiary— Waiver  by  Society— Surrender  of  Certift" 
cate— Domestic  Forun^— Right  to  Ignore— Amendment  of  Consti- 
tution and  By-laws. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  MacMahon,  J., 
in  favour  of  plaintiff  for  $243,  in  action  to  recover  |1,000  on  a 
disability  benefit  certificate,  issued  to  plaintiff  by  defendants 
in  1896,  in  substitution  for  one  issued  when  he  becamo  a 
member  in  1884.  The  plaintiff  alleged  that  h**  became  70 
years  of  age  on  the  9th  September,  1900^  and  that^  under 
the  terms  of  the  certificate,  he,  on  that  date,  was  entitled  to 
be  paid  $1,000.  The  trial  Judge  found  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  compelled  to  wait  untU  the  year  1914,  but  that, 
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having  attained  the  age  of  70  years^  he  was  entitled  to  re- 
cover, without  the  production  or  surrender  of  his  certificate; 
that  defendants  had  waived  their  right  to  have  proofs  of  age 
furnished  by  plaintifF,  and  the  condition  requiring  hirry  to 
sign  the  certificate;  that  the  plaintiff  accepted  a  cheque 
for  a  small  sum  only  on  account  of  the  $1,000;  that  he  was 
not  compelled  to  appeal  to  the  domestic  forum  of  the  de- 
fendants; and  that  alterations  or  amendments  in  their  consti- 
tution and  by-laws  since  the  certificate  could  not  have  the 
effect  of  reducing  the  amount  to  which  plaintiff  was  entitled, 
which  was  $243,  with  interest  from  the  8th  October,  1900> 
without  prejudice  to  defendants'  right  to  recover  any  sums 
which  since  action  have  become,  or  may  hereafter  become 
due  to  them  in  respect  of  the  certificate.  - 

G.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  and  Z.  Gallagher,  for  the  appellants, 
defendants. 

S.  F.  Washington,  K.C.,  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss> 
JJ.A.)  dismissed  the  appeal  with  costs,  and  affirmed  the 
judgment,  except  as  to  the  amount  recovered,  which  was 
reduced  t(^  $108,  with  interest  from  8th  October,  1900,  less 
$27  received  on  account. 


June  28th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

HOPKIN    V.    HAMILTON    ELECTBIC    LIGHT    AND 

CATARACT  POWER  CO. 

Company-— Electric  Light  Company—Nuisance— TibratUm  Caused  by 
Company's  Machinery— Adjoining  Property— Infunetion— Damage 
—R.  8,  0.  1897  ch.  200;  cK  207,  sees.  9,  10,  13-20, 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  Street,  J.  (2  0. 
L.  B.  240),  in  favour  of  plaintiff  in  action  to  restrain  defen- 
dants from  continuing  a  nuisance,  and  for  damaged. 

6.  Lynch-Staunton,  K.C.,  and  W.  W.  Osborne,  Hamil- 
ton, for  appellants. 

lyArcy  Tate,  Hamilton,  for  plaintiff. 

The  Court  (Armour,  C. J.O.,  Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
JJ.A.)  dismissed  the  appeal  with  costs,  agreeing  with  the 
reasons  of  Street,  J. 
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Maclennan,  J.A.  July  4th,  1903, 

C.A. — CHAMBERS. 

Be  MUSKOKA  PBOVINCIAL  ELECTION. 

MAHAPFY  V.  BBIDGLAND. 

Parliamentary  Election— Recount   of  Ballots— Irregular   Marking — 

Initials  of  Deputy  Returning  Officer, 

Appeals  by  both  candidates  from  the  decision  of  the 
Jndge  of  the  District  Court  of  Muskoka  upon  a  .re- 
count of  the  votes  ca^t  at  the  election. 

C.  A.  Hasten   and  Eric  N.  Armour^  for  Mahaffy. 

R  A.  Grants  for  Bridgland. 

Maclennan^  J. a.  : — On  Mahaffy's  appeal,  I  disallow  all 
the  objections  to  the  Judgo^s  rulings  except  two.  Two  bal- 
lots, numbered  5081  and  7971,  were  marked  for  Bridgland 
with  a  straight  line  only>  and  were  allowed  for  him.  I  think 
they  should  have  been  rejected. 

On  Bridgland's  appeal,  two  ballots,  numbers  1761  and 
6987,  were  marked  with  a  cross,  the  one  upon,  and  the  other 
above,  the  upper  line.  These  were  rejected.  I  think  they 
should  have  been  counted  for  Bridgland.  No.  6067,  marked 
with  a  straight  line  and  allowed  for  Mahaffy,  should  be  dis- 
allowed. No.  26,  disallowed  by  the  Judge,  should  be  allowed 
for  Bridgland — a  cross  made  by  three  or  four  strokes  of  the 
pencil.  -{ 

The  Judge  disallowed  all  the  votes  at  No.  17  Wood  and 
Medora,  on  the  ground  that  the  deputy  returning  oflBcer, 
whose  name  was  Henry  Cully  Ouy,  initialled  all  the  ballots 
at  hi«  poll  "  H.  G.,''  instead  of  "  H.  C.  G/'  The  Judge  also 
disallowed  all  the  votes  at  poll  18  Wood  and  Medora,  on' 
the  ground  that  the  deputy  returning  officer,  William  D. 
McNaughton,  indorsed  the  ballots  with  the  initial  "  McN.," 
instead  of  with  the  fidl  initials  of  his  name. 

I  am  of  opinion  that — the  sole  purpose  of  requiring  the 
deputy  returning  officer  to  indorse  his  name  or  initials  upon 
the  ballot  being  to  secure  the  identification  of  the  ballot 
brought  back  by  the  voter  as  that  which  was  delivered  out  to 
hinx — the  initials  used  by  both  these  officers  were  sufficient. 
The  Legislature  has  shewn  its  intention,  when  everything 
else  is  found  to  be  regular,  not  to  require  great  exactness 
in  the  matter  of  the  name  or  initials,  by  enacting  that  where 
the  number  of  ballots  which  were  used  is  found  to  be  cor- 
rect, the  total  absence  of  name  or  initials  on  some  of  them 
should  not  be  ground  for  rejection:  sec.  112  (2).    There 
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was  no  suggestion  that  the  number  of  ballots  f  otmd  at  these 
polls  was  not  correct^  and,  that  being  so,  I  do  not  think  it 
would  have  been  right  to  disallow  the  votes  if  none  of  them 
had  been  initialled.  However  that  may  be,  I  think  they 
were  sufficiently  initialled  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute. 

A  ballot,  Ko.  3438,  at  Wood  and  Medora  17,  which  had 
a  small  pencil  marking  thereon,  which  might  be  taken  for 
the  letter  "  c,*'  was  allowed  by  the  deputy  returning  officer, 
and  I  ami  unable  to  say  he  was  wrong  in  allowing  it  for 
Bridgland. 

Both  parties  have  been  partly  successful  in  the  appeal. 
I  think  it  is  not  a  case  for  costs.' 


Street,  J.  July  9th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

GILLETT  V.  LUMSDEN. 

Trade  Marh--'*  Cream  Yeast  "—ProtectUm-^AcquiHiUm  of  Right  6|f 

User-^A  bandonment — Jnfunction, 

I 

Action  to  restrain  defendants  from  infringing  a  trade 
mark  registered  in  1877  as  "Gillett's  Cream  Dry  Hop 
Yeaat,'^  and  the  sale  of  goods  under  the  name  ^^  Jersey  Cream 
Yeast "  as  calculated  to  deceive  purchasers,  and  lead  them 
to  believe  that  they  were  purchasing  the  plaintiff's  yeast 

C.  A.  Masten   and  J.  H.  Spence,.for  plaintiff. 

P.  C.  Cooke,  for  defendants.  [ 

Street,  J.: — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  words  "cream 
yeast"  are  not  the  proper  subject  of  a  trade  mark,  being 
common  words  of  description:  Partlo  v.  Todd,  14  A.  JL 
444,  452;  Provident  Chemical  Works  v.  Canada  Chemical 

Co.,  2  0.  L.  B.  182,  185. 

« 

The  plaintiff  must,  therefore,  fail  upon  the  branch  of 
his  case  which  depends  upon  his  ownership  of  the  rois- 
tered trade  mark.  I  think,  however,  that  he  is  entitled  to 
succeed  upon  the  ground  that  his  yeast  had  long  ago  acquired 
a  reputation  in  the  market  under  the  name  of  "cream 
yeast/'  and  that  name  is  his  property  as  against  other  per- 
sons seeking  to  use  it  for  the  purpose  of  selling  other  goods 
of  the  same  character  f  Kerly  on  Trade  Marks,  2nd  ed.,  p.  475. 
The  evidence  that  he  had  not  for  some  years  before  1901 
sold  many  boxes  of  the  article  does  not  shew  an  abandon- 
ment of  the  right  to  use  the  name  in  connection  with  the 
goods,  for  he  has  always  been  prepared  to  furnish  it  in  the 
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few  cases  between  the  end  of  1894  and  the  beginning  of 
1901  when  it  was  asked  for:  Kerly  on  Trade  Marks^  2nd 
ed.^  p.  346.   . 

There  should,  therefore,  be  a  declaration  that  the  defen- 
dants, by  using  the  word  "  cream/^  as  applied  to  their  yeast, 
have  infringed  the  plaintift^s  rights,  and  a  judgment  for  a 
perpetual  injunction  restraining  them  from  doing  so;  and 
the  defendants  must  pay  tfie  costs  of  the  action. 

•  ^^i— a^— ii^— • 

MacMahon,  J.  July  10th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

STEWART  V.  WALKEB. 

Wiil^Proof  of  Copy  when  Oriffinal  not  Produeed^Losa  or  Destruc- 
tion of  Oriffina^Revooation^Evidence— Action  to  Establish  Will 
— Parties— Administrator  Pendente  Lite, 

Action  to  establish  the  will  of  the  late  John  A.  McLaren, 
of  Perth,  who  died  in  January,  1902 

The  deceased  was  illegitimate,  and  after  his  death  a 
will  said  to  have  been  made  by  him  four  yeans  before  could 
not  be  found,  and  no  original  testamentary  document  could 
be  found  or  produced,  and  it  was  alleged  by  the  Attorney-* 
Oeneral  for  the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  by  a  sister  of  the 
deceased,  the  defendant  Eliza  Mclntyre,  that  HcLareii 
died  intestate,  and  that,  by  reason  of  his  illegitimacy,  all 
his  property  escheated  to  the  Crown;  and  a  declaration  was 
accordingly  claimed  by  the  Attorney-General  as  to  the  vest- 
ing of  the  property  in  the  Crown. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  nephew  of  Mr.  McLaren,  and  it  was 
shewn  that  he  was  and  had  been  for  many  years  the  espe- 
cial favourite  of  Mr.  McLaren.  The  plaintiff  alleged,  that 
four  years' ago  a  will  had  been  drawn  for  Mr.  McLaren,  under 
his  instructions,  by  which  certain  bequests  were  made  to 
the  defendants,  being  his  brothers  and  sisters,  and  to  Mr. 
Walker,  who  was  his  confidential  bookkeeper,  and  to  Miss 
Hamilton,  and  that,  after  such  specific  bequests,  the  whole 
of  the  residue  of  the  estate  was  by  the  will  given  to  the 
plaintiff.  A  copy  of  the  will  was  made  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  original,  and  this  copy  was  produced  at  the 
trial  of  the  action.  It  was  contended  by  the  Attorney- 
General  and  by  the  defendant  Eliza  Mclntyre,  who  was  a 
sister,  that  the  will  referred  to  had  been  revoked,  and  that 
another  will  had  been  made;  and  a  large  amount  of  evidence 
was  given  at  the  trial  on  the  question  of  revocation  or  inten- 
tion to  revoke  the  will  which  was  made  in  plaintiff's  favour. 

G.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 
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S.  H.  Blake,  K.C.,  E.  G.  Malloch,  K.C.,  A.  C.  Shaw, 
Perth,  and  J.  M.  Balderson,  Perth,  for  the  defendants 
Walker,  Barbara  Stewart,  and  the  Cleveland  Stewarts. 

W.  B,  Eiddell,  K.C.,  for  defendant  Minnie  Hamilton. 

J.  Lorn  McDougall,  Ottawa^  for  defendant  Eliza  Mc- 
Intyre. 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  J.  A. 
Allan,  Perth,  for  the  Attorney-General. 

MacMahon,  J.  (after  an  exhaustive  review  of  the  evi- 
dence and  reference  to  Sugden  v.  Lord  St.  Leonards,  1  P. 
I),  at  pp.  76,  201,  203,  224,  225,  232;  Ponlton  v.  Ponlton,  1 
Sw.  &  Tr.  55;  Finch  v.  Finch,  1  P.  D.  371;  Battyll  v.  Lyles, 
4  Jur.  718;  Allen  v.  Morrison,  17  N.  Z.  L.  B.  678,  [1900] 
A.  G.  604,  concluded): — ^There  is  not  in  this  case,  as  there 
was  in  Allen  v.  Morrison,  a  presumption  against  the  hypo- 
thesis of  fraudulent  abstraction.  There  is  here,  as  there 
was  in  Finch  v.  Finch,  Battyll  v.  Lyles,  and  Sugden  v.  Lord 
St.  Leonards,  evidence  from  which  a  strong  inference  arises 
that  the  will  was  fraudulently  abstracted  by  the  person  (the 
defendant  Eliza  Mclntyre)  who  declared  almost  imm^- 
ately  after  the  death  of  the  testator  that  she  had  in  her 
possession  his  private  papers,  which  she  said  would  prevent 
the  Stewarts  handling  a  dollar  of  McLaren's  money. 

But,  although  on  the  evidence  this  inference  may  be 
drawn,  yet,  for  the  reasons  stated  in  Pinch  v.  Pinch,  the 
Court  is  not  bound  to  come  to  a  conclusion  one  way  or  the 
other  on  that  question. 

McLaren  during  his  last  illness  gave  directions  to  the 
plaintiff  as  to  the  management  of  some  of  the  more  import- 
ant matters  connected  with  his  business.  He  knew  his  ill- 
ness was  of  a  serious  nature,  and,  had  he  not  thought  the 
will  was  still  in  existence,  he  was  fully  capable  of  giving  in- 
structions for  a  new  will,  unless  he  had  changed  his  mind, 
and  intended  that  the  Government  should,  by  his  intestacy, 
become  possessed  of  his  whole  estate. 

The  evidence  satisfies  me  that  there  was  no  change  of 
mind  in  the  testator  towards  the  beneficiaries  named  in 
the  will,  and  from  the  expressions  used,  by  him  up  to  a  late 
period  of  his  life  his  determination  not  to  diei  intestate  re- 
mained unaltered. 

The  testator  was  a  man  of  education  and  excellent  busi- 
ness capacity,  and  had  full  knowledge  of  the  contents  of  his 
will,  and  approved  of  the  same.  There  was  no  evidence 
of  undue  influence  by  the  plaintiflE,  his  solicitor,  who  drew 
the  will.    The  provisions  contained  in  the  will  emanated 
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wholly  from  the  testator,  and  were  dictated  by  hink  And 
from  the  evidence,  I  conclude  he  was  not  a  man  who  would 
be  influenced  as  to  the  disposition  of  his  property  by  the 
plaintiff  or  any  one  else. 

Before  the  trial  commenced  counsel  for  the  Attorney- 
General  urged  that  the  National  Trust  Company,  which  had 
been  by  consent  appointed  administrator  pendente  lite  of 
the  estate,  real  and  personal,  of  John  A.  McLaren,  was  a 
necessary  party  to  the  suit. 

Mr.  Ayleeworth  cited  two  cases  in  support  of  his  conten- 
tion, viz.,  Dowdeswell  v.  Dowdeswell,  9  Ch.  D.  294,  and 
Weiland  V.  Bird,  [1894]  P.  262.  In  Dowdeswell  v.  Dowdes- 
well, where  the  object  of  the  suit  was  to  establish  the  title 
4>f  the  plaintiff  as  the  sole  next  of  kin,  it  was  held  that  a 
general  administrator  of  the  testator's  estate  was  a  neces- 
sary party  to  the  suit,  and  not  an  administrator  ad  litem. 
There  is  no  reference  whatever  in  the  case  to  an  adminis- 
trator pendente  lite.  In  Weiland  v.  Bird  the  only  question 
was  as  to  when  the  functions  of  an  administrator  pendente 
lite  terminated,  and  it  was  decided  that  they  tenmnated 
with  a  decree  pronouncing  in  favour  of  a  will  with  exe- 
cutors. The  Piresident  (Sir  Francis  Jeune)  said: — "After 
tbat  (the  decree)  the  position  is  the  same  as  if  there  never 
had  been  a  lis,  and  as  if  a  testator  had  died  leaving  an  un- 
disputed will,  with  executors.^' 

Wharton^s  Law  Lexicon  says: — "Administration  pen- 
dente lite  is  granted  where  a  suit  is  commenced  in  the  Pro- 
bate Court  concerning  the  validity  of  a  will  or  the  right 
to  administration,  until  the  suit  be  determined,  in  order 
that  there  may  be  somebody  to  take  care  of  the  testator's 
estate.'' 

In  England,  by  an  amendment  to  the  Probate  Act,  20  & 
21  Vici  ch.  77,  sec.  70,  it  is  provided  that,  "  pending  any 
suit  touching  the  validity  of  the  will  of  any  deceased  person, 
or  for  obtaining,  recalling,  or  revoking  any  probate  or  any 
grant  of  administration,  the  Court  of  Probate  may  appoint 
an  administrator  of  the  personal  estate  of  such  deceased 
person:  and  the  administrator  so  appointed  shall  have  all 
the  rights  and  powers  of  a  general  administrator,  other  than 
the  right  of  distributing  the  residue  of  such  personal  estate, 
and  every  such  administrator  shall  be  subject  to  the  imme- 
diate control  of  the  Court,  and  act  under  its  direction.*' 

Under  this  Act,  an  administrator  pendente  lite  may  be 
appointed  at  the  instance  of  a  creditor  who  is  not  a  party 
to  the  suit:  Tichbome  v.  Tichbome,  1  P.  &  D.  730. 
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The  administrator  pendente  lite  is  not  a  necessary  parij 
to  the  suit. 

There  will  be  judgment  declaring  that  the  late  John 
Alexander  McLaren  duly  executed  and  published  his  Isst 
will,  as  set  out  in  the  5th  paragraph  of  the  statement  of 
claim,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  as  executor  of  said  last  will 
(a  true  copy  of  which  was  produced  at  the  trial,  and  marked 
as  exhibit  3),  is  entitled  to  propound  the  same,  and  to  have 
probate  thereof  issued  to  him. 

The  costs  of  all  the  parties,  except  of  the  defendants 
Eliza  Mclntyre  and  the  Attorney-General,  to  be  paid  out 
of  the  estate.  The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  costs  as  between 
solicitor  and  client. 

The  defendant  Eliza  Mclntyre  must  bear  her  own  costs. 
The  Crown  ia  only  entitled  to  costs  where  there  is  8<Hne- 
thing  coming  to  it  out  of  the  estate:  Perkins  v.  Bradley, 
1  Ha.  219;  Morgan  oi^  Costs,  2nd  ed.,  p.  337. 


July  12th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

McINTYBE  V.  TOWN  OF  LINDSAY. 

Way— Non-repair— Injury  to  Peraonr-Municipal  Corporationr— Trends 
Dug  by  Gas  Company— Consent  of  Corporation — lAahility  of  Both 
—Relief  Over, 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  County  Court  of 
Victoria  dismissing  the  action  as  against  the  town  corpora- 
tion with  costs.  The  action  was  brought  against  the  town 
corporation  and  the  Lindsay  Gas  Company  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  injuries  sustained  by  plcdntiff  on  the  night  of  the 
9th  October,  1901,  by  stepping  into  a  deep  trench  dug  by 
the  defendant  company  along  one  of  the  streets  of  the  town. 
Judgment  was  entered  for  plaintiff  against  the  company  for 
|75  and  costs.  The  company  had  been  authorized  by  a  by- 
law of  the  town  council  to  lay  down  their  mains  along  the 
streets  of  the  town,  they  agreeing  to  indemnify  the  corpora- 
tion for  all  damages  to  arise  therefrom,  and  to  properly 
protect  and  warn  the  public  against  accidents  by  lights.  At 
the  same  time  that  the  gas  company  had  opened  a  trench 
at  the  point  in  question,  the  town  corporation  were  laying 
a  granolithic,  walk,  and  had  erected  a  barrier  round  the  walk 
usually  used  by  pedestrians.  The  plaintiff  was  turned  out 
of  the  usual  path,  by  this  barrier,  and  slipped  in  the  dark 
into  the  ditch  and  was  injured.     Neither  of  the  defendants 
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had  put  up  any  lights  at  the  point  in  queBtion^  and  the  street 
itself  was  dark.  On  preyious  nights  the  gas  company  had 
hung  lamps  along  the  excavation  to  warn  persons  of  its 
existence.  j 

The  appeal  was  heard  by  Palconbridge,  C.J.,  Street 
and  Britton,  JJ.  \ 

William  Steers,  Lindsay,  for  plaintiff. 
H.  L.  Drayton,  for  defendants. 

Street,  J.: — The  action  was  properly  brought  against 
both  the  town  corporation,  whose  duty  it  was  to  keep  the 
highway  in  repair,  and  the  gas  company,  who  had  dug  the 
trench:  &tilliway  v.  City  of  Toronto,  20  0.  B.  98.  An  ab- 
solute duty  was  cast  upon  the  town  corporation  by  sec.  606 
•of  the  Municipal  Act  to  keep  the  highway  in  repair,  and 
they  coxdd  not  divest  themselves  of  this  duty  by  requiring 
the  gas  company  to  assume  it.  The  gas  company  had  no 
right  to  dig  up  the  highway  without  the  authority  of  the 
by-law  passed  by  the  council,  and  in  giving  that  authority 
the  town  corporation  did  not  free  itself  from  its  statutory 
liability.  Section  611  does  not  apply,  because  the  gaa  com- 
pany was  acting  with  the  consent  and  license  of  the  corpora- 
tion. The  evidence  shews  that  the  highway  was  out  of 
repair  to  the  knowledge  of  the  town  corporation,  and  that 
the  accident  was  caused  by  such  non-repair  and  by  the  negli- 
gence of  both  defendants  to  see  that  the  trench  was  lighted. 

Appeal  allowed,  and  judgment  to  be  entered  for  plaintiff 
against  both  defendants  for  $75  with  costs.  The  town  cor- 
poration to  have  judgment  over  against  the  gas  company 
for  the  amount  so  recovered  and  the  costs  of  the  plaintiflE  and 
of  the  town^s  defence.  The  plaintiff  to  be  paid  the  costs 
of  this  appeal  by  the  town  corporation,  but  the  town  corpora- 
tion should  not  recover  these  costs  from  the  gas  company. 
No  costs  of  appeal  to  gas  company. 

Falconbridge,  C.J.,  concurred,  and  referred  to  and 
distinguished  Dallas  v.  Town  of  St.  Louis,  32  S.  C.  R,  120. 

Britton,  J.,  concurred. 

William  Steers,  Midland,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 
G.  H.  Hopkins,  Lindsay,  solicitor  for  defendant  cor- 
poration. 

Hugh  O'Leary,  Lindsay,  solicitor  for  defendant  company. 
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t 

June  28th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

McDONELL  v.  CITY  OF  TOKONTO. 

Assessment  and  T(M>es— Local  Impratwnent  RateS'-Chatve  an  Land— 
.  Bistros— Invalid  By'lau>—Validatinff  Statute— Effect  of—Front- 
age Ta0^8pecidl  Rate, 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  Robertson,  J., 
dismissing  the  action.  The  plaintiff  claimed  a  declaration 
that  the  assessment  of  plaintiff^s  property  for  local  im- 
provements (part  of  the  cost  of  opening  up  Sunnyside 
avenue,  in  the  city  of  Toronto)  for  the  years  1892,  1893, 
1894,  1896,  and  1897,  was  illegal  and  void;  that  the  defen- 
dants had  no  right  to  distrain  for  such  taxes;  and  that  they 
had  now  no  right  to  collect  such  taxes  by  action  or  in  any 
other  way;  and  that  such  taxes  did  not  form  a  charge  on 
plaintiff's  lands  fronting  on  Indian  road. 

On  12th  January,  1892,  |36,617.77  was  required  to  be 
raised  by  the  issue  of  debentures  to  pay  for  the  op^&ning 
and  construction  of  Sunnyside  avenue,  and  the  city  engi- 
neer having  submitted  a  description  of  the  property  that 
would  be  benefited  by  such  opening,  as  recommended  on  the 
initiative,  the  defendants'  counsel  on  Ist  February,  1892, 
passed  by-law  No.  3012  to  provide  for  borrowing  money  by 
the  issue  of  debentures  secured  by  local  special  rates  on  the 
property  fronting  or  abutting  on  Sunnyside  avenue.  The 
by-law  imposed  a  special  rate  of  34  cents  and  8  mills  on  the 
real  property  described  in  it,  according  to  the  frontage 
thereof,  suflBcient  to  produce  in  each  year  $2,687.70,  for  20 
years.  Under  this  by-law  the  defendants  assessed  the 
plaintiff  upon  a  frontage  of  671.3  feet  for  an  annual  pay- 
ment of  $233.60.  In  passing  the  by-kw  and  making  the 
assessment  the  provisions  of  63  Vict.  ch.  60,  sec.  618  (1) 
and  (2),  (0.)  then  in  force,  were  not  observed. 

By  56  Vict.  ch.  85  (0.)  this  by-law  and  all  debentures  is- 
sued and  to  be  issued  thereunder,  and  all  assessments  made 
were  validated  and  confirmed. 

The  plaintiff^s  land  was  assessed  in  the  assessment  rolls 
for  the  years  1892  to  1898,  inclusive,  but  she  disputed  the 
assesssments,  and  paid  no  taxes  for  any  of  these  years. 

A  bailiff,  acting  under  a  warrant  from  the  collector  of 
taxes  for  1896  and  1897,  on  the  17th  May,  1899,  distrained 
the  plaintiff's  poods  for  $1,347.77  for  taxes  therein  alleged 
to  be  in  arrear  for  1896  and  1897. 
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The  plaintiff  thereupon  gave  a  bond  to  the  defendcmtB 
reciting  that  they  claimed  from  her  $1,347.77  for  local  im- 
provement taxes  (and  percentages  thereon)  for  189^,  1893, 
1894,  1896,  and  1897,  for  the  opening  of  Sunnyside  avenue, 
and  also  |530.63  for  like  taxes  for  1895  and  1898  and  in- 
terest thereon,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had,  since  the  taxes 
for  1892  became  payable,  asserted  that  the  city  had.  no  right 
to  assess  such    taxes    upon    her   property  extending  from 
Sunnyside  avenue  to  Indian  road,  some  portions  of  which 
were  mortgaged,  and  that  the  collector  had  no  right  to 
seize  auy  of  her  goods  for  such  taxes,  and  that  her  lands 
and  goods  were  not  liable  therefor,  and  that  it  had  been  ar- 
ranged that  plaintiff  should  bring  an  action  against  de- 
fendants to  test  the  right  to  collect  such  taxes  either  by 
distress  or  action  or  in  any  other  way,  or  to  charge  them 
npon  the  land,  the  question  of  the  taxes  for  the  two  dif- 
ferent periods   being   treated   as   different   issues,    which 
bond  contained  a  condition  for  making  the  same  void  if 
plaintiff  should  well  and  truly  prosecute  the  action  and 
pay  whatever  might  be  found  due  to  defendants  in  respect 
to  the  taxes,  and  costs.     The  plaintiff  agreed  not  to  make 
any  objection  on  account  of  the  defendants  not  having  in- 
cluded the  taxes  for  1895  and  1898  in  the  distress  made. 

The  plaintiff  had  resided  on  the  land  ever  since  she  be- 
came the  owner  of  it,  iii  1886,  and  had  always  ample  goods 
on  the  land  out  of  which  the  amount  of  the  taxes  could 
have  been  levied  by.  distress  in  each  year. 

The  appeal  was  heard  by  Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Mac- 

LENNAN,  Moss,  LiSTER,  JJ.A. 

W.  Cassels,  K.C.,  and  W.  H.  Lockhart  Gordon,  for  ap- 
pellant, plaintiff. 

E.  D.  Armour,  K.C.,  and  W.  C.  Chisholm,  for  defendants 
the  city  corporation. 

H.  C.  Fowler,  for  defendant  Duncan. 

Armour,  C.J.O. — The  provisions  of  the  law  governing 
the  proceedings  taken  in  1892  are  to  be  found  in  63  Vict, 
ch.  50,  as  amended  by  54  Vict.  ch.  42. 

By-law  3012  was  intended  to  be  passed  under  the  au- 
thoritv  of  sec.  612  (setting  it  out,  and  also  sees.  613  and  618 
(1)  and  (2). 

No  notice  was  ever  given  as  required  by  sec.  618  (1)  and 
(2),  and  no  Court  of  Revision  was  held,  and  none  of  the 
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partieB  affected  by  the  proposed  assessment  had  any  oppor- 
timity  of  being  heard  against  it;  and^  notwithstanding  this^ 
the  Legislature,  by  what  cannot  be  regarded  as  other  than 
an  abuse  of  power,  validated  and  confirmed  it. 

The  first  question  to  be  determined  is  whether  by-law 
number  3012  and  the  assessment  made  thereunder,  validated 
and  confirmed  as  they  were  by  the  Legislature,  formed  any 
lien  or  charge  upon  the  real  estate  of  the  plaintiff;  and  it 
is  only  by  virtue  of  sec.  343,  R.  S.  0.  1887  ch.  184,  that 
they  could  be  held  to  form  such  lien  or  charge,  which  sec- 
tion provides  that  "  Every  special  assessment  made,  and 
every  special  rate  imposed  and  levied,  under  any  of  the  pro- 
visions of  this  Act,  and  all  sewer  rents  and  charges  for  work 
or  services  done  by  the  corporation,  on  default  of  the  owners 
of  real  estate,  under  the  provisions  of  any  valid  by-law  of  the 
council. of  the  said  corporation,  shall  form  a  lien  and  charge 
upon  the  real  estate  in  respect  of  which  the  same  shall  have 
been  assessed  and  rated  or  charged,  and  shall  be  collect td 
in  the  same  manner,  and  with  the  like  remedies,  as  ordinary 
taxes  upon  real  estate  are  collectable  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Assessment  Act/' 

In  order  to  the  assessment  of  a  valid  rate  upon  the  real 
property  fronting  or  abutting  upon  Sunnyside  avenue  for 
the  expense  of  opening  the  same  the  real  property  so  front- 
ing or  abutting  which  was  immediately  benefited  thereby  must 
have  been  ascertained  and  determined,  for  it  was  upon  the 
real  property  to  be  benefited  thereby  that  the  special  rate 
was  to  be  assessed,  and  not  upon,  but  only  according  to,  the 
frontage  thereof.  And  the  proportion  in  which  the  assess- 
ment of  the  cost  thereof  was  to  be  made  on  the  various 
portions  of  real  estate  so  benefited  must  also  have  been 
ascertained  and  determined,  and  this  is  made  more  appai- 
ent,  if  need  there  was,  by  the  notice  required  to  be  given 
by  section  618  (2),  shewing  the  amount  of  the  assessment 
"  on  the  particular  piece  of  property.**' 

Now,  by-law  number  3012  did  not  provide  any  means 
of  ascertaining  and  determining  what  real  property  would 
be  immediately  benefited  by  the  opening  of  Sunn3rside 
avenue,  the  expense  of  which  was  to  be  assessed  upon  the 
real  property  to  be  benefited  thereby,  nor  did  it  ascertain 
and  determine  it,  nor  did  it  provide  any  means  of  ascer- 
taining and  determining  the  proportions  in  which  the  as- 
se>ssment  of  the  cost  thereof  was  to  be  made  on  the  various 
portions  of  real  estate  so  benefited,  nor  did  it  ascertain  and 
determine  them. 
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Nor  was  the  real  property  immediately  benefited  by  the 
opening  of  Simnyside  avenue,  the  expense  of  which  was 
proposed  to  be  assessed  upon  the  real  property  benefited 
thereby,  ascertained  and  determined  by  the  proposed  assess- 
mient  made  under  the  said  by-laiv,  nor  were  the  proportions 
in  which  the  assessment  of  the  cost  thereof  was  to  be  made 
on  the  various  portions  of  real  estate  so  benefited  ascertained 
and  determined  by  the  said  proposed  assessment. 

The  by-law  treats  the  frontage  or  front  line  of  the  real 
property  fronting  or  abutting  upon  Sunnyside  avenue  as  real 
property,  and  imposes  the  special  rate  thereon  instead  of 
imposing  it  upon  the  real  property  fronting  or  abutting  on 
Sunnyside  avenue  according  to  the  frontage  or  front  line 
thereof,  when  in  truth  and  in  fact  this  frontage  or  front 
line  of  the  real  property  fronting  or  abutting  upon  Sunny- 
side avenue  is  not  real  property  at  all,  but  a  mere  mathe- 
matical line — length  without  breadth — and  which  could  not 
be  the  subject  of  a  lien  or  charge  within  the  meaning  of  sec. 
343  above  quoted. 

And  all  that  was  done  by  the  proposed  assessment  made 
under  the  said  by-law  was  to  set  down  the  names  of  the 
owners  of  the  real  property  fronting  or  abutting  upon 
Sunnyside  avenue,  the  frontage  of  the  real  property  of  each 
so  fronting  or  abutting,  the  annual  payment  to  be  made 
by  each,  and  the  number  of  each  upon  the  assessment  roll 
for  1892. 

The  by-law  and  proposed  assessment  thereunder,  in  my 
opinion,  therefore,  formed  no  lien  or  charge  upon  the  real 
estate  of  the  plaintiff,  and  forming  no  lien  or  charge  upon 
it,  .the  validating  and  confirming  by  the  Legislature  of  the 
by-law  and  assessment  created  no  lien  or  charge  upon  it. 

The  eflfect,  however,  in  my  opinion,  of  the  validating  and 
confirming  by  the  Legislature  of  the  by-law  and  assessment 
was  to  constitute  a  valid  personal  assessment  of  the  plaintiff 
for  an  annual  special  rate  for  twenty  years  from  the  first 
day  of  January,  1892,  of  thirty-four  cents  and  eight  mills 
per  foot  of  the  frontage  of  her  real  property  fronting  or 
abutting  upon  Sunnyside  avenue,  which  frontage  is  now 
agreed  to  be  six  hundred  ^d  twenty-one  feet,  collectable  in 
the  same  manner  and  with  the  like  remedies  as  ordinary  taxes 
upon  real  estate  are  collectable  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Assessment  Act. 

There  was  no  valid  reason  why  this  special  rate  should 
not  have  been  collected  for  the  years  1892, 1893,  1894,  1895, 
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and  1898  by  the  respective  collectors  for  those  years  respec- 
tively, but  they  neglected  their  duty  in  this  respect,  and  the 
special  rate  for  those  years  has  thus  become  lost  to  the  de- 
fendants: Caston  V.  City  of  Toronto,  30  0.  R.  16,  26  A.  R 
259,  30  S.  C.  R.  397. 

The  collector's  rolls  for  the  years  1896  and  1897  were 
in  the  collector's  hands,  although  the  time  at  which  they 
should  have  been  returned  had  expired,  and  the  seizure  by 
him  of  the  plaintiflfs  goods  for  the  special  rate  for  those 
years  was,  therefore,  justifiable:  Newberry  v.  Stephens,  16 
IJ.  C.  E.  65;  Lewis  v.  Brady,  17  0.  R.  377. 

Upon  payment,  therefore,  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  special 
rate  for  the  years  1896  and  1897  and  the  costs  of  the  dis- 
tress, her  bond  will  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled,  and  the 
said  by-law  and  assessment,  and  the  statute  validatiner  and 
confirming  the  same,  will  be  declared  to  form  no  lien  or 
charge  upon  her  real  estate. 

And  as  to  the  costs,  there  should  be  no  costs  of  the 
action  to  either  party,  but  the  plaintiff  should  have  the 
costs  of  the  appeal. 

OsLER  and  Moss,  JJ.A.,  wrote  opinions  to  the  same 
effect. 

Maclennan,    J.A.,     dissenting,    gave    his    reasons    ii 
writing. 

Lister,  J.A.,  died  while  the  appeal  was  sub  jiidiee. 
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Street,  J.  July  11th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

NEBLY  V.  PBTBB. 

Water  and  Watercourses — Injury  to  Land  by  Floodinff — Claim  for 
Damages — Summary  Procedure— Costa  of  Action— Erection  and 
Maintenance  of  Damr-LiaWity  of  Owners — Tolls— LiaUlity  of 
Lumbermen  Using  Dam. 

Action  by  the  owner  of  land  upon  a  river  against  the 
original  defendants  for  flooding  cuch  land  by  a  dam.  At 
the  trial  it  appeared  that  the  dam  was  the  property  of  an 
improvement  company  incorporated  nnder  the  Timber  Slide 
Oompanies  Act,  E.  S.  0.  ch.  194,  and  that  the  original  de- 
fendants had  used  it  for  the  purpose  only  of  floating  logs 
down  the  river;  and  the  improvement  company  were  added 
as  defendants. 

/       0.  M.  Arnold,  Bracebridge,  for  plaintiff. 

W.  L.  Height,  Parry  Sound,  for  defendant. 

Street,  J.,  held,  that,  although  (as  decided  in  Blair  v. 
Chew,  21  C.  L.  T.  Occ.  N.  404)  a  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  pre- 
ceded summarily  upon  a  claim  such  as  this,  under  E.  S.  0.  ch. 
85,  but  has  a  right  to  bring  an  action  in  the  ordinary  way, 
yet,  in  the  absence  of  any  good  reason  for  not  proceeding 
under  the  special  Act,  a  plaintiff  who  brings  an  action 
should  not  be  allowed  the  costs  of  doing  so. 

2.  There  is  nothing  in  the  Act  under  which  the  added 
defendants  were  incorporated  which  confers  upon  them  any 
right  to  flood  private  property  unless  they  have  first  taken 
the  steps  authorized  by  the  Act  for  expropriating  the  pro- 
perty or  settling  the  compensation  to  be  paid  for  flooding 
it,  which  these  defendants  had  not  done. 
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3.  Nor  were  the  defendants  assisted  by  sees.  16  and  16 
of  E.  S.  0.  ch.  140,  for,  even  if  the  dam  was  erected  before 
the  plaintiflE^s  purchase  of  his  property  from  the  Crown, 
there  was  nothing  to  shew  that  the  price  he  paid  was  re- 
duced in  consequence, 

4.  But  sec.  1  of  R.  S.  0.  ch.  142  places  the  public  ad- 
vantage of  allowing  limibermen  to  use  rivers  and  streams 
as  highways  for  carrying  their  logs  to  a  market^  above  the 
private  damage  and  inconvenience  which  «mey  necessarily  be 
caused  to  individual  riparian  proprietors  by  their  doing  so, 
and  the  original  defendants  were  not  liable  for  any  damage 
sustained  by  the  plaintiff  by  reason  of  their  having,  during 
any  spring,  autumn,  or  summer  freshet,  caused  damage  to 
the  plaintiff  by  using  or  repairing  or  maintaining  any  dam 
necessary  to  facilitate  the  transmission  of  their  timber  down 
the  stream. 

5.  The  rights  given  to  persons  desiring  to  float  their 
own  timber  down  a  stream  should  not,  however,  be  extended 
to  companies  incorporated  for  the  purpose  of  making  a 
profit  by  improving  streams  and  charging  tolls  to  lumber- 
meoL  desiring  to  use  them;  and  this  view  is  strengthened  by 
sec.  15  of  R.  S.  0.  ch.  194. 

The  action  was  dismissed  as  against  the  original  defen- 
dants; and  j::dgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiff  against  the 
added  defendants  for  f  142,  but  without  costs,  the  defen- 
dants having  paid  that  amount  into  Court. 


Meredith,  C.J.  July  14th,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

MORSE  V.  MORSE. 

Trust— RigM  of  Beneficiary  to  Enforce  in  Her  Oum  Name— 

Conveyance, 

Motion  by  plaintiff  for  judgment  in  default  of  defence. 

E.  F.  Gunther,  for  plaintiff. 

N"o  one  for  defendants. 

Meredith,  C.J.,  held  that  Edmison  v.  Couch,  26  A-  B. 
537,  supports  the  contention  that  the  conveyance  mentioned 
in  the  statement  of  claun  created  an  irrevocable  trust  for 
plaintiff  as  to  the  provision  which  is  made  by  it  for  her 
benefit,  enforceable  by  her  in  her  own  name.  Judgment 
so  declaring  and  for  the  realization  of  the  charge  by  sale  of 
the  lands  in  question^  with  costs.  No  personal  judgment  for 
payment,  no  claim  therefor  being  made.  Usual  reference 
to  Master  in  Ordinary,  if  plaintiff  desires  a  reference. 
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OsLER,  J, A.  July  14th/ 1902. 

C.A. — CHAMBERS. 

Re  HALTON  PEOVINCIAL  ELECTION. 
NIXON  Y.  BABBER 

Parliamentary  Election — Ballot— Straight  Mark  instead  of  Oroas— 
Cross  not  in  Compartment — Writing  on  Ballot — Circular  Mark 
--More  than  One  Cross— Cross  with  Blue  or  Indelible  Pencil — 
Evidence, 

Appeal  by  both  candidates  from  the  decision  of  the  Judge 
of  the  County  Court  of  Halton  upon  a  recount  of  the  votes 
oast  at  the  general  election. 

J.  W.  Elliott,  Milton,  and  Eric  'N,  Armour,  for  Nixon. 

E.  F.  B.  Johnston,  K.C.,  and  W,  I.  Dick,  Milton,  for 
Barber.  f 

OsLER,  J.A. — The  majority  for  Barber  as  ascertained  by 
the  County  Court  Judge  was  22.  On  the  candidate  Nixon^s 
appeal,  the  following  ballots  were  in  question :  No.  1,  Es- 
quesing,  ballot  96;  No.  3,  Nassagaweya,  No.  2523;  No.  1, 
Trafalgar,  ballot  4300;  South  Ward,  Milton,  ballot  6470. 
These  were  all  marked  with  a  single  stroke  for  Barber,  aud 
were  allowed  by  the  County  Court  Judge.  I  think  that  they 
must  be  disallowed,  as  required  by  the  Act  and  directions. 
Appeal  allowed.  The  head-note  to  the  West  Huron.  Recount 
Case,  2  Ont.  Elec.  Cas.  58,  is  wrong.  It  is  there  stated  that 
ballots  marked  as  above  were  allowed.  The  opposite  was  the 
case;  they  were  disallowed  by  the  County  Court  Judge,  and 
his  ruling  was  affirmed. 

No.  6,  Esquesing,  ballot  954,  marked  with  a  cross  in 
Nixoa's  compartment,  clear  and  well  defined,  and  also  a 
crdl^s  quite  plain  in  Barber^s  compartment.  The  latter  is 
fainter,  and  the  paper  surrounding  it  has  a  slightly  clouded 
appearance  which  might  be  described  as  a  smudge  caused 
by  rubbing  the  finger  over  it.  The  deputy  returning  officer 
and  County  Court  Judge  have  not  allowed  this  ballot  for 
Kixon,  treating  it  as  one  marked  for  both  candidates.  From 
an  inspection  of  the  ballot,  it  cannot  be  said  with  certainty 
that  they  were  wrong.     I  dismiss  the  appeal  as  to  this. 

No.  1,  Burlington,  ballot  3472,  marked  for  Barber  and 
counted  by  the  County  Court  Judge.  This  ballot  has  the 
name  'barber  "  writtem  upon  it.  I  think,  having  regard  to 
the  West  Huron  case,  supra,  ajid  the  recent  decision  of  Mac- 
lennan,  J.A.,  in  the  Lennox  and  North  Grey  cases,  ante,  pp. 
472,  474,  that  tEis  is  not  a  good  ballot.  I  allow  the  appeal 
as  to  this. 
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No.  4i,  Trafalgar^  ballot  4380^  marked  wth  a  clear  cross 
on  the  right  of  the  margin  below  the  lower  line  of  Nixon's 
compartment,  as  defined  by  lines  on  the  ballot  paper.  This 
was  rejected  by  the  County  Court  Judge,  but  is  claimed  for 
Nixon.  I  think^  having  regard  to  the  recent  decision  of 
IVCaclennan^  J.A.,  in  the  Lennox  case,  supra^  that  the  ballot 
should  be  counted  for  Nixon.     I  allow  the  appeal  as  to  this. 

No.  3,  Trafalgar,  ballot  4619,  allowed  by  deputy  return- 
ing oflBcer  for  Nixon,  but  rejected  by  the  County  Coui;J; 
Judge,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  clearly  marked  for  both  can- 
didates. The  upper  .cross  in  Barber's  compartment  is  faanter 
than  the  one  in  Nixon's,  but  it  is  an  unmistakable  intentional 
cross.  I  think  that  the  County  Court  Judge  was  right.  I 
dismiss  appeal  as  to  this. 

No.  3,  Nassagaweya,  ballot  2527,  marked  with  a  circle, 
naughty  in  Barber's  compartment  and  a  deformed  circle  in 
Nixon's.  Treated  by  the  deputy  returning  officer  and 
County  Court  Judge  as  a  spoiled  one,  not  marked  with  a 
cross  in  Nixon's  compartment.  I  think  this  was  a  spoiled 
ballot.    I  dismiss  appeal  as  to  t^is. 

No.  6,  Eequesing,  ballot  1015,  and  No.  3,  Trafalgar, 
ballot  4717,  marked  with  a  cross  in  Barber's  compartment 
and  a  line  in  Nixon's-  This  was  counted  by  County  Court 
Judge  for  Barber.  The  Judge  below  was  right.  I  dismiss 
app^  as  to  this. 

On  the  candidate  Barber's  appeal: — ^No.  3,  Trafalgar, 
ballot  4596,  and  No.  5,  Trafalgar,  ballot  5044,  counted  by 
County  Court  Judge  for  Nixon.     Barber's  appcwal  dismissed. 

No.  1,  Acton,  ballot  1585,  marked  with  a  clear  cross  for 
Nixon  and  so  allowed  by  County  Court  Judge.  There  is  a 
faint  mark  in  the  upper  or  Barber's  compartment  whicl^  is 
said  to  be  a  cross,  and  to  have  the  effect  of  spoiling  the  bal- 
lot. I  think  that  the  mark  has  every  appearance  of  being 
ah  inadvertent  one.     I  dismiss  appeal  as  to  this. 

No.  3,  Esquesing,  ballot  449,  allowed  by  the  County  Court 
Judge  for  Nixon.  There  are  two  plain  sU^kes  united  at  ther 
top  and  forming  an  inverted  V  plainly,  though  not  very 
widely  apart  at  the  bottom.  I  think  that  enough  appeared 
to  shew  that  the  voter  meant  to  make  a  cross  and  not  a 
single  straight  stroke.     I  dismiss  appeal. 

No.  3,  Esquesing,  ballot  413,  allowed  by  the  deputy  re- 
turning officer  and  County  Court  Judge  for  Nixon,  marked 
with  three  clear  crosses  in  a  line  for  Nixon.  This  is  a  goo<J 
ballot.  I  dismiss  appeal  as  to  it.  Monck  Case,  H.  E.  C.  735, 
and  Bothwell  Case,  8  S.  C.  R.  718,  719,  followei 
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No.  1,  Nassagaweya,  ballot  2048,  marked  and  counted 
for  Nixon.  I  think  that  the  cross,  though  cluoney  and  ill- 
made,  is  well  enough  for  a  ballot.  I  dismiss  appeal  as  to 
this. 

No.  3,  Oakville,  ballots  4058,  4073,  4077,  4098,  4099,  re- 
jected by  the  deputy  returning  oflScer,  but  counted  by  the 
County  Court  Judge  for  Nixon..  Each  is  well  marked  with 
a  plain  cross  in  Nixon^s  compartment.  The  cross  is  made- 
with  blue  or  indelible,  or  at  least  not  with  a  common  black 
pencil,  and  the  ballots  are  objected  to  as  offending  against 
the  requirements  of  sec  31  (3)  and  71  of  the  Election  Act, 
not  being  marked  with  the  pencil  provided  by  the  deputy 
returning  officer  for  the  use  of  voters,  and  thus  shewing 
marks  of  some  common  design  to  disclose  the  identity'  of 
the  voter.  I  think  that  on  an  inquiry  of  this  kind  evidenco 
cannot  be  received  by  the  Judge;  he  deals  with  the  ballots 
in  the  condition  in  which  they  come  before  him.  There  is 
nothing  to  shew  that  the  pencil  with  which  these  ballots 
were  marked  was  not  supplied  by  the  deputy  returning 
officer,  nor  to  shew  on  what  ground  he  rejected  the  ballots. 
lAppeal  disniissed* 

The  certificate  will  be  according  to  these  findings.  No 
costs. 


OsLER,  J.A.  July  14th,  1902. 

C,  A. CHAMBERS. 

Re  centre  -BRUCE  PROVINCIAL  ELECTION. 

STEWART  V.  CLARK. 

Fa rliamen tary   Eltction—Pet ition — Clerica I    Error — Service— Format 

Ohjection— Amendment. 

Motion  by  respondent  to  set  aside  copy  and  service  of  the 
petition. 

E,  Bristol,  for  respondent. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  petitioners. 

Osler,  J.A. — A  petition  regular  in  form  was  duly  pre- 
sented by  the  defeated  candidate.  Notice  of  the  jl^resenta- 
tion  was  duly  served  on  the  respondent,  and,  together  there- 
with, a  paper  purporting  to  be  a  copy  of  the  petition.  By 
some  error  on  the  part  of  a  clerk,  a  pen  was  run  through 
the  last  clause  of  the  copy — the  prayer  of  the  petition — 
which  was  served  in  that  condition.  The  respondent  moves 
t-3  set  aside  copy  and  service.  The  petitioner,  while  contend- 
ing that  nothing  is  wrong,  moves  to  amend.  If  the  pen 
stroke  through  the  final  clause  of  the  printed  copy  of  thi 
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petition  is  intended  to  signify  its  deletion,  as  I  suppose  must 
be  taken  to  be  the  case,  the  paper  served  is  undoubtedly  not 
&  true  or  coonplete  copy  of  the  petition.  Nevertheless,  the 
respondent  is  not  left  in  any  uncertainty  as  to  the  relief 
Claimed  as  appropriate  to  the  long  string  of  charges  set  forth 
in  the  petition,  and  I  cannot  see  that  he  is  prejudiced  in 
the  least  by  the  omission  he  complains  of,  irregular  as  it  is. 
Mr.  Bristol  argued  very  earnestly  that  the  slip  was  fatal, 
And  could  not  be  amended,  relying  upon  such  cases  as  Wil- 
iiame  v.  Mayor  of  Tenby,  5  C.  P.  D.  13&;  Lisgar  Election 
Case,  20  S.  C.  E.  1;  Burrard  Election  Case,  31  S.  C.  R  459; 
and  other  cases  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  a  petition 
cannot  be  amended  by  the  addition  of  a  new  or  further 
$rround  for  avoiding  the  election,  or  the  entire  omission  of 
some  statutory  condition  or  preliminary,  cured.  These 
cases,  however,  are  not  analogous  to  the  case  in  hand.  There 
was  in  them  either  the  attempt  to  set  up  at  too  late  a  period 
some  special  ground  for  avoiding  the  election,  or  the  clear 
absolute  omission  to  do  something  which  the  statute  required 
to  be  done,  e.g.,  to  give  notice  of  the  presentation  of  the 
petition,  or  to  leave  a  copy  of  it  within  the  prescribed  time 
for  the  returning  oflScer,  an  essential  part,  as  Ritchie,  C.J., 
said  in  the  Lisgar  Case,  of  the  presentation  or  filing  of  the 
petition.  The  objection  taken  here  is,  under  the  circum- 
stances, a  purely  formal  one,  to  which  by  Rule  60  no  effect 
ought  to  be  given,  and  I  see  nothing  in  the  Act  which  for- 
bids the  exercise  of  the  powers  of  the  Court  under  sec.  2 
(1)  of  the  Controverted  Elections  Act  to  cure  it  by  amending 
the  copy  served  (which  is  before  me)  just  as  a  defect  in  the 
copy  of  a  summons  in  an  action  in  the  High  Court  may  be 
amended.  The  petitioner  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  appli- 
cation, which  are  to  be  the  respondent  in  any  event  of  the 
cause,  and  over  and  above  any  costs  which  may  be  awarded 
to  him  at  the  trial. 


Maclennan,  J.A.  July  19th,  1902. 

c.  a. chambers. 

Re  STORMONT  PROVINCIAL  ELECTION. 

Mclaughlin  v.  mcCart. 

Parliamentary  Election— Petition — Status    of    Petitioner^Statement 
of  Bight  to  Petition^-What  ia  Sufficient— Defeated  Candidate. 

Application  by  respondent  to  set  aside  petition,  and  to 
remove  same  from  files  of  Court,  on  the  ground,  amongst 
others,  that  the  petition  did  not  contain  a  statement  of  the 
right  of  the  petitioner  to  petition,  as  defined  by  the  Electioxi 
Acts.  . 


505 
t 

J.  H.  MosB,  for  respondent. 

I.  F.  Hellmuth,  K.C.,  and  E,  Bayly,  for  petitioner. 

Maclennan,  J.A.^I  am  of  opinion  that  the  motion 
should  be  refused,  but  without  costs. 

The  motion  is  by  the  respondent  to  set  aside  the  petition 
and  to  remove  it  from  the  files  on  several  grounds,  only  one 
of  which  was  insisted  oil  beforfe  me.  That  was  that  the 
petition  did  not  contain  a  statement  of  the  right  of  the  peti- 
tioner to  petition,  as  defined  by  the  Election  Acts, 

The  Act  62  Vict.  (2)  ch.  G,  sec.  1,  enacts  that  a  petition 
may  be  presented  by  any  one  or  more  of  the  following  classeg 
of  persons: — 

(a)  Some  person  who  was  a  candidate  at  such  election;  or 

(b)  Three  persons  who  voted  or  who  had  a  right  to  vote 
at  such  election,  and  who  are  severally  rated  on  the  last  re- 
vised assessment  roll  in  respect  of  real  property  in  the  muni- 
cipality in  which  they  reside,  for  at  least  $1,000. 

Rule  II.  of  this  Court  relating  to  elections  declares  that 
an  election  petition  shall  contain  the  following  statement 
among  others  : 

(a)  The  right  of  the  petitioner  to  petition  as  defined  by 
the  said  Act. 

Rule  LX.  declares  that  no  proceeding  under  the  Ontarfo 
Controverted  Elections  Act  shall  be  defeated  by  any  formal 
objection. 

Section  112  (2)  of  R.  S.  0.  ch.  11  declares  that  the  rules 
shall  be  of  the  same  force  as  if  they  were  enacted  in  the  body 
of  the  Act 

The  petition,  to  the  end  of  the  first  two  paragraphs,  is 
as  follows: 

Petition  of  John  McLaughlin,  of  the  township  of  Rox- 
borough,  in  the  county  of  Stormont,  farmer,  whose  name  is 
subscribed. 

1.  Your  petitioner  is  a  person  who  had  a  right  to  vote 
and  who  voted  at  the  election  above  mentioned,  and  who  is 
rated  on  the  last  revised  assessment  roll  in  respect  of  real 
property  in  the  municipalities  in  which  I  reside  for  at  least 
$1,000. 

2.  Your  petitioner  states  that  the  said  election  was  hold 
on  the  22nd  day  of  May,  A.D.  1902,  and  the  29th  day  of 
May,  1902,  when  John  McLaughlin,  of  the  township  of  Rox- 
borouffh,  in  the  county  of  Stormont,  farmer,  and  William 
McCart,  of  the  township  of  Roxborough,  in  the  county  of 
*^tormo^t,  were  cRndidates.  and  the  returning  officer  has  re- 
turned the  said  William  McCart  as  being  duly  elected. 
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It  is  m>t  disputed  that  the  petitioner  Johli  McLaughlin 
is  the  same  person  who  was  the  defeated  candidate  at  j;he 
election;  and  if  the  question  had  depended  on  the  statute 
alone,  that  fact  would  be  suflBcient  to  support  the  petition, 
for  the  statute  says  it  may  be  presented  by  a  person  who 
was  a  candidate. 

The  rule,  however,  goes  further,  and  requires  the  peti- 
tion to  contain  a  statement  of  the  right  of  the  petitioner  to 
petition  as  defined  by  the  Act  In  the  present  case  the  peti- 
tioner's right  to  petition  is  the  fact  that  he  was  a  candidate 
at  the  election. 

The  question  is,  does  this  petition  contain  a  statement 
of  that  fact? 

I  think  it  does  contain  a  sufficient  statement  of  that  fact 
The  petitioner  is  John  McLaughlin,  of  the  township  of  Rox- 
borough,  farmer,  and  it  states  that  John  McLaughlin,  of 
the  township  of  Roxborough,  farmer,  was  one  of  the  candi- 
dates at  the  election.  I  think  that,  reading  the  document 
alone,  the  petitioner  and  the  candidate,  upon  a  fair  con- 
struction of  it,  must  be  taken  to  be  one  and  the  same  per- 
f^on.  There  might  be  a  latent  amibiguity,  but  none  is  shewn, 
the  other  John  McLaughlin  in  the  constituency  residing  in 
a  different  township  and  being  of  a  different  occupation. 

I  dismiss  the  motion,  but  without  costs,  as  I  think  the 
•petition  not  carefully  drawn,  whereby  the  motion  was 
Invited. 

See  Re  Centre  Bruce,  lately  before  Mr.  Justice  Osier 
(ante,  p.  503). 


PaLCON BRIDGE,  C.J.  JULY  15tH,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

HEPBURN  V.  VANHORITE. 

Judgment    Debtor^Examination    of — Unsatisfactory    Answers^Pre' 

ference — Committal. 

Motion  by  plaintiff  under  Rule  907  to  commit  defendant 
for  unsatisfactory  answers  upon  his  examination  as  a  judg- 
ment debtor. 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  plaintiff. 

W.  E.  Middleton,  for  defendant. 

Falconbridge,  C.J.,  held  that  the  debtor  had  not  re- 
fused to  answer,  nor  had  he  so  equivocated  ad  to  render  his 
answers  not  '^satisfactorv  '*  answers.     He  had  made  a  pretty 
•full  disclosure  of  what  he  had  done.     On  hifi  own  shewing 
he  had  preferred  his  wife  to  other  creditors,  and  to  plaintiff 
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iR  particular^  but  no  case  referred  to  would  justify  a  hold- 
ing on  this  evidence  that  his  preference  was  fraudulent,  so 
as  to  make  it  ^'appear  that^^  he  ^^has  concealed  or  made 
away  with  his  property  in  order  to  defeat  or  defraud  his 
creditors/' 

Motion  refused  without  costs. 


Meredith,  C.J.  July  15th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

PENNINGTON  v.  HONSINGER. 

Cost9— Taxation— Evidence— Brief  of.  Used  hy  Counsel  for  Opposite 

Party. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  allowance  by  the  senior  tax- 
ing officer,  on  the  taxation  of  the  plaintiff's  costs,  of  the 
charge  for  brief  for  senior  counsel  on  the  argument  of  an 
appeal  to  a  Divisional  Court.     Senior  counsel  was  retained 
by  plaintiff  for  the  argument  in  the  Divisional  Court,  and 
the  brief  in  question  was  prepared  for  and  handed  to  him, 
but,  owing  to  the  intricacy  of  the  case  and  his  other  engage- 
ments, the  counsel  who  was  retained  was  unable  to  argue  the 
case,  and  returned  the  brief  to  the  plaintiff's  solicitor,  who 
acted  alone  as  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  argument; 
When  the  appeal  came  on  to  be  heard,  counsel  for  defen- 
Aemis  had  not  been  furnished  with  any  brief  of  the  evidence, 
and  after  the  appeal  had  been  opened  it  was  found  to  be  im^ 
practicable  on  that  account  to  conclude  the  argument,  and 
at  the  suggestion  of  the  Court  the  plaintiff's  counsel  handed 
the  brief  in  question  to  counsel  for  defendants,  in  order  that 
he  might,^when  the  argument  was  resumed  on  the  following 
day,  be  prepared  with  reference  to  the  parts  of  the  evidence 
on  which  he  relied  in  argument.     Counsel  for  defendants 
made  use  of  the  brief  for  this  purpose,  and  retained  and 
still  retains  it.    Under  these  circumstances  the  taxing  offi- 
cer allowed  the  plaintiff  so  much  of  the  brief  as  consisted 
of  the  copy  of  the  evidence. 

W.  J.  Tremeear,  for  defendants. 

Shirley  Denison,  for  plaintiff. 

Meredith,  C.J.,  held  that  the  allowance  made  by  the 
taxing  officer  was  correct. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 
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Meredith,  C.J.  July  15th,  190!?. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

Re  PUBLISHERS'  SYNDICATE. 

HARrS  CASE. 

Company— Win4ing-'up— Shares — Allotment— oontrilmtary. 

Appeal  by  T.  S.  Hart  from  an  order  of  a  special  referee 
settling  appellant  on  the  list  of  contributories  for  f300  in 
respect  of  five  shares  in  the  Publishers'  Syndicate,  Limited, 
a  company  which  is  being  wound  up  under  R.  S.  0.  ch.  129 
and  the  amendments  thereto.  As  to  one  of  the  five  shares 
there  was  no  contest;  it  was  fully  paid  up,  and  a  stock  certi- 
ficate for  it  was  issued  and  ^ent  to  the  appellant.  The  appli- 
cation for  the  other  four  shares  was  made  on  26th  July, 
1900,  and  they  were  allotted  to  appellant  on  the  same  day. 
No  formal  written  notice  of  the  allotment  was  shewn  to  have 
been  given  to  the  appellant;  but  letters  were  written  to  him 
by  the  company  demanding  payment  on  account  of  the 
shares,  and  personal  applications  for  payment  were  made 
to  him. 

Gideon  Grant,  for  appellant. 

C.  D.  Scott,  for  liquidator. 

Meredith  C.  J.,  held  that  the  letters  and  what  todc 
place  when  the  personal  applications  were  made  were  suflB- 
cient  to  justify  the  conclusion  that  the  appellant  knew  that 
the  company  had  accepted  his  application  for  the  shares 
and  had  treated  him  as  a  shareholder  accordingly,  which  is 
enough  to  constitute  a  complete  agreement.  In  re  Universal 
Banking  Corporation,  Gunn's  Case,  L.  R.  3  Ch.  40,  referred 
to.    Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 


Boyd,  C.  July  15th,  1902. 

weekly  court. 

OTTAWA  ELECTRIC  CO.  v.  CITY  OF  OTTAWA. 

Contract— Electric  Light—**  Unforeseen  Accident  Through  no  DefauU 

of  Company  " — Breach— Damages. 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  and  cross-appeal  by  defendants  from 
report  of  local  Master  at  Ottawa,  heard  at  the  Ottawa 
Weekly  Court.  The  reference  was  for  trial  of  the  action, 
which  was  brought  to  recover  f  18,669.50  for  electric  lamps 
and  lighting,  under  a  contract  with  the  defendants.  The 
controversy  was  as  to  the  legal  relationship  of  the  parties 
in  consequence  of  the  destruction  of  the  works  of  plaintiffs, 
in  con  mon  with  a  large  part  of  the  city  t)f  Ottawa,  by  the 
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great  fire  in  April,  1900.  The  result  was,  as  found  by  the 
Master,  that  the  city  was  left  without  electric  light  from  the 
plaintiffs  for  a  long  period,  and,  though  due  diligence  was 
used  in  the  restoration  of  the  works,  for  a  further  consider- 
able period  there  was  but  a  partial  supply  of  light  by 
plaintiffs. 

G.  F.  Henderson,  Ottawa,  for  plaintiffs. 

T.  McVeriy,  Ottawa,  for  defendants. 

Boyd,  C: — It  was  well  found  by  the  Master  that  this 
was  "an  unforeseen  accident,  not  occurring  through  any 
default  of  the  company^' — a  contingency  provided  for  in 
these  terms  by  the  agreement  between  the  parties.  The  solu- 
tion of  the  difficulty  with  regard  to  the  non-lighting  during 
th'.s  period  depends  upon  the  construction  of  the  7th  clause 
of  that  part  of  the  agreement  which  embraces  covenants  and 
conditions.  This  group  of  clauses  is  preceded  by  the  de- 
<;laration:  "It  is  hereby  covenanted  and  agreed  between  the 
said  parties  hereto  as  follows,  and  these  presents  are  on  the 
•express  conditions."  The  7th  clause  provides  that  the  com- 
pany shall  at  all  times  keep  lighted  tne  lamps  at  their  own 
cost,  unless  when  prevented  by  some  unforeseen  accident, 
not  occurring  through  any  default  of  the  company,  but  in 
any  event  the  company  shall  pay  50  cents  for  each  night  for 
•each  lamp  that  is  not  kept  lighted  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
superintendent  of  fire  alarms,  whose  report  is  to  be  final  and 
conclusive  as  to  the  number  of  lamps  not  kept  lighted  by  the 
•company,  according  to  the  terms  of  this  agreement.  The 
Master  held  that  the  company  were  to  be  paid  the  contract 
price  for  the  period  when  no  light  was  furnished,  and  that 
ihe  city  was  entitled  to  deduct  therefrom  penalties  liquidated 
at  50  cents  for  each  unlighted  lamp  during  the  same  period- 
I  read  the  contract  as  meaning  that  if  no  light  was  furnished 
irom  unforeseen  accident,  there  was  to  be  no  pay  and  no 
penalty  during  such  time;  when  light  began  to  be  furnished, 
then,  pay  began  quo  tanto — the  company  all  the  while  being 
in  no  default. 

Appeal  of  plaintiffs  allowed  with  costs,  and  appeal  of 
defendants  dismissed  with  costs. 


Meredith,  C.J-  July  15th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

Be  THOMSON  v.  STONE. 

€ounty  Court— Jurisdiction^Action  l>y  Division  Court  Judgment 
Creditor  for  $92  to  Set  Aside  Chattel  Mortgage  for  $520— Sub  feet- 
matter  Involved. 

Motion  by  defendants  for  an  order  prohibiting  (after 
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judgment)  further  proceedings  in  this  action  in  the  County 
Court  of  York,  on  the  ground  that  the  suhject-matter  in- 
volved) isn.  the  action  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  that 
Court.  The  action  was  by  a  Division  Court  judgment 
creditor  of  defendant  Charles  E.  Stone  (for  $92.05  and 
costs)  to  set  aside  as  fraudulent  as  against  the  plaintiff  a 
chattel  mortgage  for  f 520  made  by  that  defendant  to  his 
w  fe,  the  other  defendant. 

John  MacGregor,  for  defendants,  contended  that,  the 
mortgage  being  for  a  greater  sum  than  f 200,  and  the  value 
of  me  goods  conveyed  by  it  being  (as  he  contended  waa 
sl.ewn)  greater  than  $200,  the  County  Court  had  no  juris- 
diction. 

B.  B.  Swayzie,  for  plaintiff. 

Meredith,  C.  J.,  held,  following  Forrest  v.  Laycock,  IS 
Gr.  611,  and  distinguishing  Dominion  Bank  v.  Heffeman,  11 
P.  E.  504,  and  Re  Lyons,  10  P.  E.  150,  that  the  sixbject-^ 
matter  involved  in  an  action  such  ae  this  must  be  taken  to 
be  the  amount  due  on  the  judgment  in  respect  of  which 
equitable  relief  is  sought.    Motion  dismissed  with  costs. 


Meredith,  C.J.  July  15th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

McGILLIVEAY  v.  WILLIAMS. 

Lis  Pendens—Vacating—Ex  Parte  Application  of  Plaintiff — Judical 

ture  Act,  sees.  98,  99.. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  order  of  local  Judge  at  Lon- 
don vacating  (on  an  ex  parte  application  by  plaintiff)  the 
certificate  of  lis  pendens  registered  by  him,  and  on  applica- 
tion by  defendant  to  vacate  the  registration  of  the  order. 

F.  A.  Anglin,  for  defendant. 

W.  E.  Middleton,  for  plaintiff. 

Meredith,  C.J.,  held,  that  the  registration  of  the  certi- 
ficate of  lis  pendens  was  a  proceeding  taken  by  plaintiff  for 
his  own  benefit  and  protection,  which  he  might  get  rid  of 
whenever  he  saw  fit,  and  also  that  eecs.  98  and  99  of  the 
Judicature  Act  are  applicable  only  when  the  party  seeking  to 
vacate  the  certificate  is  not  the  person  by  whom  and  for 
whose  benefit  it  has  been  registered. 

Appeal  and  motion  dismissed  with  costs- 
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July  ISth,  1002;' 

DIVISIONAL   COURT. 

STACK  V.  T.  EATON  CO. 

t\jtureH — ^7»op  Fittings—When  so  Annexed  to  Land  as  to  Pass  to 

Purchaser  on  Conveyance. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  MacMahon,  J.,  dis- 
missing an  action  brought  to  decide  the  ownership  of  certain^ 
shop  and  gas  and  electric  light  fittings  which  were  placed 
by  one  Guinane  in  a  building  on  freehold  land  then 
owned  by  Guinane  and  which  the  respondents^  purchasers 
of  the  land,  claimed  as  having  passed  to  them  as  part  of  the 
realty  by  the  conveyance  of  the  land  to  them.  The  shop 
fittings  consisted  of  shelving  made  in  sections,  screwed  to 
bra  kets  affixed  to  the  wall  of  the  building,  readily  remov- 
able without  damage  either  to  the  fittings  themselves  or  to 
the  building;  and  the  gas  and  electric  fittings  were  also 
removable  by  unscrewing  without  injury  to  the  building. 

W.  R.  Smyth,  for  the  appellant. 

.G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  for  the  respondents. 

Meredith,  C.J. — I  take  it  to  be  settled  law : 

1.  That  articles  not  otherwise  attached  to  the  land  than 
by  their  own  weight  are  not  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the 
land,  unless  the  circumstances  are  such  as  shew  that  they 
were  intended  to  be  part  of  the  land. 

• 

2.  That  articles  affixed  to  the  land  even  slightly  are  to 
be  considered  part  of  the  land  unless  the  circumstances  are 
8uch  as  to  shew  that  they  were  intended  to  continue  chattels, 

3.  That  the  circumstances  necessary  to  be  shewn  to  alter 
the  prima  facie  character  of  the  articles  are  circumstances 
which  shew  the  degree  of  annexation  and  object  of  such  an- 
nexation which  are  patent  to  all  to  see. 

4.  That  the  intention  of  the  person  affixing  the  article  to 
the  soil  IS  material  only  so  far  as  it  can  be  presumed  from 
the  degree  and  object  of  the  annexation. 

5.  That  even  tenants*  fixtures,  put  in  for  the  purposes 
of  trade,  form  part  of  the  freehold,  with  the  right,  however, 
to  the  tenant,  as  between  him  and  his  landlord,  to  bring 
them  back  to  the  state  of  chattels  again  by  severing  them 
from  the  soil,  and  that  they  pass  by  a  conveyance  of  the  land 
as  part  of  it,  subject  to  this  right  of  the  tenant. 

I  am  unable  to  «ee  why  the  shelving  affixed  by  Guinane 
when  he  was  the  owner  of  the  freehold  for  the  purposes  of 
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Ihe  busiiiiess  he  carried  on  there^  is  not  to  be  deemed  a  part 
of  I  he  land,  and  I  can  see  nothing  in  the  degree  or  object  of 
the  annexation  of  it  to  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  such  an 
intention  existed  as  is  necesitsary  to  alter  the  prima  facie 
character  of  the  article  arising  from  the  fact  of  its  being 
affixed,  but  the  contrary. 

The  title  to  the  gas  and  the  electric  light  fittings  is,  as 
it  seems  to  me,  to  be  determined  by  the  same  considerations, 
wlijch  lead  necessarily,  I  think,  to  the  conclusion  that  when 
affixed  as  they  were  they  became  part  of  the  land,  and  passed 
by  the  conveyance  of  it  to  the  respondents.  1  see  no  reason 
for  differing  from  Argles  v.  McMath,  26  0.  R.  at  p.  248. 

The  appeal,  in  my  opinion,  fails,  and  should  be  dis- 
missed with  costs. 

LouNT,  J.,  concurred. 

The  following  cases  were  cited:  Bain  v.  Brand,  1  App. 
Cas.  at  pp.  762,  772 ;  Holland  v.  Hodgson,  L.  B.  7  C.  P.  328; 
Hobson  V.  Gorringe,  [1897]  1  Ch.  182;  Haggert  v.  Bramp- 
t(m,  28  S.  C.  R.  174;  Argles  v.  McMath,  26  0.  R.  at  p.  248. 


MacMahon,  J.  July  17th,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

MORROW  V.  PETERBOROUGH  WATER  CO. 

I  'ompanp— Voluntary  Winding-up^Surplus  AttseU—DistribuiioH-' 
Second  Preference  Shareholders— Ordinary  Shareholders— Fully 
and  Partly  Paid  Shares— By-laws  and  Resolutions—Profits. 

Action  on  behalf  of  plaintiff  and  all  other  holders  of 
partly  paid  shares  of  the  stock  of  the  defendant  conpany  to 
Tecover  a  distributive  share  of  certain  moneys  in  the  hands 
of  the  company. 

A  special  case  was  stated,  shewing  that  the  company  was 
incorporated  in  1881  by  registration  under  R.  S.  0.  1877  ch. 
157,  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  the  town  of  Peterborough 
with  water.  The  nominal  capital  stock  was  $200,000,  divided 
into  10,000  shares  of  the  par  value  .of  $20  each.  The  work- 
ing capital  was  made  up  as  follows : 

1 ,000  shares  first  preference  5  per  cent,  stock  subscribed  and 

fully  paid. 
1.250  shares  second  preference  stock  subscribed  and  fully 

paid. 

1,452  shares  common  stock  subscribed  and  fully  paid  up. 
25  shares  common  stock  subscribed  and  paid  up  to  the  ex- 
tent of  60  per  cent. 


518 

3^444  shares  common  stock  subscribed  and  paid  up  to  the  ex- 
tent of  55  per  cent 

175  shares  common  stock  subscribed  and  paid  up  to  the  ex- 
tent of  35  per  cent. 

The  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  117  shares  of  common 
stock  on  which  55  per  cent,  had  been  paid.  The  first  prefer- 
ence shares  were  issued  pursuant  to  by-law  26  of  the  com- 
pany, and  were  wholly  subscribed  for  by  the  directors  of  the 
company  in  trust  for  the  company,  and  no  claim  in  respect 
thereof  was  made  to  the  moneys  in  question.  On  the  31st 
January,  1902,  all  the  property,  franchises,  etc.,  of  the  com- 
pany were  sold  to  the  corporation  of  the  town  of  Peterborough 
for  $230,000,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Municipal  Water- 
works Act,  and  it  became  impossible  for  the  company  to  con- 
tinue its  business. 

(9)  The  second  preference  stock  was  created  and  issued 
pursuant  to  by-law  27  of  the  company,  passed  16th  April, 
1895,  which  by-law  provided  that  such  second  preference 
stock  should  be  subject  only  to  the  first  preference  stock  issued 
and  subscribed  under  by-law  No.  26,  and  should  have  pre- 
ference and  priority  over  aU  other  stock  of  the  company  there- 
tofore created  or  issued  or  which  shoidd  thereafter  be  created 
or  issued,  in  the  respects  following : 

(a)  Dividends  on  such  preference  stock  at  the  rate  of 
6  per  cent,  per  annum,  to  be  computed  from  the  date  such 
stock  should  be  subscribed  for  and  allotted,  were  to  be  paid 
out  of  the  net  profits  of  the  company  before  any  dividends 
on  ordinary  stock;  and  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  five  years 
from  15th  April,  1895,  the  holders  thereof  should  not  be  en- 
titled to  participate  further  in  the  profits  of  the  company ;  in 
case  of  default  of  any  such  payment,  then  the  deficiency 
should  be  paid  out  of  the  net  profits  of  succeeding  years,  and 
no  dividend  shoidd  be  declared  or  paid  on  the  ordinary  capital 
stock  of  the  company  until  such  deficiency  should  be  fully 
paid. 

(b)  On  15th  April,  1900,  or  any  subsequent  year,  the 
holders  of  such  preference  stock  should  be  entitled  to  sur- 
render the  same  and  receive  in  lieu  thereof  the  par  value,  or 
at  their  option  to  surrender  the  same  and  receive  in  lieu  the 
corresponding  amount  of  shares  of  the  ordinary  capital  stock 
of  the  company. 

No  surrender  had  ever  boon  made  by  any  of  the  holders 
of  the  second  preference  stock. 
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(10)  By-law  27  further  provided  that  in  the  eveat  of  the 
company  being  wound  up,  if  any  surplus  of  the  capital  assets 
was  to  be  returned  to  shareholders,  the  holders  of  the  second 
preference  stock  should  be  entitled  to  have  the  full  nominal 
value  of  their  shares,  and  all  dividends  thereof  up  to  that 
date,  returned  and  paid  to  them  before  any  return  of  capital 
in  respect  of  ordinary  stock ;  and,  subject  thereto  and  to  the 
first  preference  stock,  the  holders  of  the  ordinary  shares 
should  be  entitled  to  such  surplus  of  the  capital  assets. 

(12)  The  full  nominal  amoimt  of  the  second  preference 
stock  and  all  dividends  thereof  up  to  31st  January,  1902,  were 
duly  tendered  to  the  holders  of  sifth  stock,  and  were  accepted 
by  them. 

(16)  The  amount  paid  in  by  the  holders  of  ordinary 
stock  were  returned  and  paid  to  them,  with  interest  to  Slst 
January,  1902. 

(17)  After  providing  for  all  the  liabilities  of  the  com- 
pany, the  return  of  all  share  capital,  and  the  pajrment  of 
dividends  as  above,  there  remained  in  the  bank  to  the  credit 
of  the  company  a  surplus  of  $19,039.24. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was :  In  what 
proportion  or  proportions  were  these  surplus  moneys  dis- 
tributable among  the  shareholders  other  than  the  holders  of 
the  first  preference  shares? 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

E.  E.  Wood,  Peterborough,  for  defendants  Sogers  and 
Lewis. 

L.  M.  Hayes,  Peterborough,  for  defendant  Collins. 

C.  H.  Bradburn,  Peterborough,  for  defendant  company. 

MacMahon,  J. — No  language  could  more  clearly  provide 
for  exclusion  of  the  second  preference  stockholders  from  par- 
ticipating in  the  surplus  assets  than  that  employed  in  the 
concluding  words  of  the  part  of  the  by-law  set  out  in  para- 
graph 10  of  the  special  case.  Had  the  second  preference 
stockholders  not  thus  been  contracted  out  of  participation  in 
the  surplus  assets,  they  might  have  been  entitled  to  share 
therein  with  the  holders  of  ordinary  stock.  [Reference  to 
Birch  V.  Cropper,  In  re  Bridgewater  Navigation  Co.,  14  App. 
Cas.  525.]  The  second  preference  shareholders  are  not  en- 
titled to  share  in  the  surplus  assets. 

The  remaining  question  is :  How  are  the  surplus  assets  to 
be  distributed  amongst  the  holders  of  the  ordinary  stock? 
Some  of  such  shareholders  had  fully  paid  up  their  shares; 
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others  had  paid  60  per  cent.;  some  55  per  cent.,  and  some 
only  35  per  cent.,  on  their  shares.  It  was  urged  by  counsel 
for  the  holders  of  fully  paid  up  shares  that  the  surplus  assets 
should  be  distributed  amongst  the  members  in  proportion  to 
the  capital  paid  on  the  shares  held  by  them.  In  some  cases 
the  articles  of  association  of  a  company  make  provision  that 
on  the  winding-up  the  surplus  assets  shall  be  so  divided,  as 
was  done  in  In  re  Anglo-Continental  Corporation  of  Western 
Australia,  [1898]  1  Ch.  3^3,  and  In  re  Mutoscope  and  Bio- 
graph  Syndicate,  [1899]  1  Ch.  896,  and  when  that  is  the  case 
the  principle  of  distribution  thus  provided  for  must  be  car- 
ried out. 

The  only  provision  made  by  the  Peterborough  Water  Com- 
pany for  the  distribution  of  the  assets  was  by  a  resolution 
passed  at  a  general  meeting  of  the  shareholders  of  the  com- 
pany on  the  2nd  March,  1900,  which,  after  providing  for  pay- 
ment at  par  value  to  the  shareholders  of  the  stock  allotted 
to  them  in  proportion  to  the  amounts  paid  on  the  respective 
shares,  and  dividends  thereon  to  31st  January,  1902,  and 
after  payment  of  the  liabilities  and  the  costs  of  winding-up, 
etc.,  directs  that  "  the  surplus  at  the  credit  of  the  company^s 
account  in  the  bank  be  distributed  amongst  the  memljers  ac- 
cording to  their  rights  and  interests  in  the  company."  This 
resolution'  was,  no  doubt,  framed  from  the  English  Com- 
panies Act,  1862,  sec.  133. 

Where  the  articles  of  association  or  regulations  (resolu- 
tions) of  a  company  do  not  provide  for  the  distribution  of 
the  assets  on  the  winding-up  of  a  company,  then,  as  stated 
by  Mr.  Buckley  in  his  work  on  Companies,  7th  ed.,  p.  322 : 
"  If  the  surplus  assets  are  sufficient  to  repay  every  member  his 
capital  in  full  and  leave  a  surplus,  such  surplus,  except  so  far 
as  it  consists  of  undivided  profit,  forms  part  of  the  joint  stock 
which  at  the  winding-up  represented  the  capital,  and,  in  the 
absence  of  provision  to  the  contrary,  is  divisible  among  all 
the  members  in  proportion  to  their  interests  in  capital,  that 
is,  in  proporiion  to  the  amount  of  their  shares,  not  to  the 
amounts  paid  on  their  shares."  [Reference  again  to  Birch  v. 
Cropper,  supra.] 

I  have  just  a  word  to  say  respecting  the  sum  of  $5,279.64, 
which  appeared  as  the  net  amount  carried  on  the  Slst  De- 
cember, 1901.  Mr.  Wood  contended  that  this  sum,  being 
the  profits  for  the  year,  should  have  been  distributed  as  divi- 
dends among  the  shareholders,  and  formed  no  part  of  and 
should  not  have  been  included  as  part  of  the  surplus  assests 
for  distribution  under  the  winding-up.     I'he  admission  in 
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the  special  case  (paragraph  13)  is  that  on  the  31st  Decem- 
ber, 1901,  there  remained  only  $2,075.13  on  hand,  and  this 
sum  is,  I  find,  included  as  part  of  the  receipts  in  a  statement 
of  receipts  and  payments  of  the  Peterborough  Water  Com- 
pany from  Ist  January  to  16th  June,  1903.  That  and  other 
receipts  of  the  company  were  expended  between  those  dates  in 
payment  of  liabilities  of  the  company. 

All  the  stockholders,  both  second  preference  and  the 
holders  of  ordinary  shares  of  stock,  having  had  returned  to 
them  the  amount  paid  in  by  them  on  their  shares,  together 
with  the  dividends  payable  thereon  up  to  the  period  of  dis- 
tribution, and  all  the  debts  and  liabilities  having  been  paid, 
T  direct  that,  after  payment  out  of  the  surplus  assets  on  hand 
of  the  costs  of  all  parties  of  this  motion,  the  remaining  assets 
of  the  company  be  distributed  among  all  the  holders  of  the 
ordinary  stock  of  the  company  in  proportion  to  their  sharcc. 


Falconbridge,  C.J.  July  28th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

WHITESELL  v.  EEECE. 

TetMtH   for   Life — Waste— Cutting    Timber — Remaindermen — Injunc- 
tion—Payments  by  Tenant  for  Life  on  Mortgage — Subrogation. 

Action  by  the  persons  entitled  under  the  will  of  6.  Scea- 
ley,  deceased,  to  an  estate  in  remainder  in  certain  lands  in  the 
township  of  Bayham,  against  the  life  tenant  and  the  pur- 
chaser from  her,  to  restrain  waste  by  cutting  timber,  etc. 
The  land  in  question  was  devised  to  the  tenant  for  life  sub- 
ject to  a  mortgage  made  by  testator  to  trustees  to  secure  an- 
nual payments  of  $200  to  testator's  wife  during  her  lifetime. 

D.  J.  Donahue,  K.C.,  and  W.  E.  Stevens,  Aylmer,  for 
plaintiffs. 

J.  A.  Robinson,  St.  Thomas,  for  defendants. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — The  life  tenant,  defendant  Reece, 
has  kept  up  the  payments  on  this  mortgage  since  testator's 
death ;  and  recently  undertook  to  sell  standing  timber  on  the 
land  to  her  co-defendant  James  Payne.  Under  that  agree- 
ment defendant  Payne  proceeded  to  cut  a  large  quantity  of 
timber  until  restraincnl  by  order  and  injunction  of  the  Court. 
The  tenant  for  life  claims  to  be  entitled  to  be  subrogated  to 
the  rights  of  testator's  widow  and  of  her  trustees  in  respect 
of  and  to  the  extent  of  the  amounts  which  the  tenant  for  life 
has  paid  on  the  mortgage;  and  argues  that  these  payments, 
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or  a  great  proportion  of  them,  ought  to  be  regarded  as  princi- 
pal, and  that  tenant  for  life  is  bound,  as  between  herself  and 
the  remaindermen,  only  to  keep  down  the  interest,  and  in- 
vokes the  doctrine  of  Brethour  v.  Brooke,  23  0.  R.  658, 
21  A.  R.  144,  viz.,  that  where  the  security  is  scanty  and 
the  interest  in  arrear,  the  mortgagee  may  provide  for  his  own 
safety  by  cutting  down  trees.  The  present  value  of  the  farm 
is.,  on  the  evidence  of  all  the  witnesses,  not  more  than  $1,500 ; 
but  plaintiffs^  witnesses  swore  that,  if  it  had  been  kept  in  the 
same  condition  as  it  was  in  at  the  time  of  testator's  death,  it 
would  be  worth  $2,500. 

Defendant  Reece  cannot  make  the  above-stated  doc- 
trine applicable  to  her  case.  The  estate  came  to  Her 
subject  to  that  mortgage.  What  she  has  paid  on  it 
was  paid  for  her  benefit,  she  no  doubt  taking  chances  on 
the  probability  of  life  of  an  aged  woman.  If  defendant 
Jleece  has  paid  or  may  pay,  under  these  circumstances,  more 
than  the  value  of  the  estate,  that  is  her  affair ;  and  she  is  not 
entitled  to  any  particular  consideration,  inasmuch  •as  she  took' 
under  testator's  will,  besides  this  land,  the  bulk  of  his  pro- 
perty. I(f  defendant  Reece  has,  in  truth,  paid  off  anything 
which  can  be  considered  as  principal,  she  will  be  entitled  to 
hold  it  without  interest  as  a  charge  on  the  land  as  against 
the  remaindermen,  under  Macklem  v.  Cummings,  7  6r.  318 ; 
but  this  is  not  the  point  in  question  here;  and  defendant 
Reece  had  and  has,  therefore,  no  right  to  commit  the  acts  of 
waste  complained  of. 

As  to  amount  and  value  of  timber  cut,  and  as  to 
relative  condition  of  the  farm  fences  and  buildings  now 
and  at  time  of  testator's  death,  the  evidence  for  plaintiffs 
is  far  superior  to  that  offered  by  defendants,  both  in  quantity 
and  quality ;  and  it  is  also  quite  clear  upon  the  evidence  that 
defendants  cannot  shelter  themselves  under  Drake  v.  Wigle,  24 
C.  P.  405,  for  I  find  that  the  timber  was  not  cut  down  for  the 
purpose  of  bringing  the  land  under  cultivation,  nor  was  it 
done  in  conformity  with  good  husbandry,  and  defendant  Reece 
is  not  farming  the  property  or  making  reasonable  use  of  that 
part  of  the  lot  which  is  supposed  to  be  arable  land,  and  the 
inheritance  is  damaged,  beyond  question,  by  the  acts  com- 
plained of. 

Judgment  making  injunction  perpetual,  and  awarding 
plaintiffs  $400  damages,  and  full  costs  of  suit.  Stay  of  pro- 
ceedings for  30  days,  except  as  to  the  injunction;  and  if 
within  that  time  defendant  Reece  shall  pay  $400  into  Court, 
she  may  have  the  interest  thereon  paid  to  her  during  her  life ; 
on  her  death  the  principal  to  be  paid  out  to  the  plaintiffs. 
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Falconbridge,  C.J.  July  29th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

LACHANCE  v.  LACHANCE. 

Costs — Plaintiff  Successful  at  Trial^Oosts  as  of  Motion  for  Judg- 
ment Only, 

Action  for  recovery  of  dower  and  for  damages  for  deten- 
tion. Trial  at  Sandwich,  where  judgment  was  given  for 
plaintiff,  costs  being  reserved. 

J.  H.  Rodd,  Windsor,  for  plaintiff. 

J.  W.  Hanna,  Windsor,  for  defendant. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — The  defendant  should  pay  to 
plaintiff  the  costs  of  the  action  as  if  judgment  were  on  mo- 
tion before  a  single  Judge,  after  pleadings  closed,  including 
costs  of  examination  for  discovery. 


LouNT,  J.  July  29th,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

ALLEN  V.  CITY  OF  TORONTO. 

Municipa  I    Corporation — Contract— Specifications — Construction— In- 

junction. 

Motion  by  plaintiffs  for  order  continuing  until  the  trial 
an  interim  injunction  granted  on  16th  July  restraining  the 
defendants,  their  officers,  servants,  and  agents,  from  proceed- 
ing to  the  completion  and  execution  of  certain  contracts  be- 
tween defendants  the  City  of  To^ronto  and  defendant  Hole, 
trading  und^r  the  name  of  the  Forest  City  Paving  Company, 
for  the  construction  of  an  asphalt  pavement  upon  Spadina 
avenue,  from  Queen  street  to  College  street,  and  on  the  west, 
side  of  Spadina  avenue  from  Baldwin  street  to  College  street, 
and  upon  Fern  avenue,  from  Sorauren  avenue  to  Roncesvalles 
avenue. 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

A.  F.  Lobb  and  W.  C.  Chisholm,  for  defendants  the  City 
of  Toronto. 

E.  F.  B.  Johnston,  K.C.,  for  defendants  the  Forest  City 
Paving  Company. 

LouNT,  J. — This  whole  matter  turns  upon  the  question 
as  to  the  true  construction  and  meaning  of  the  contracts  a^^ 
of  the  spwifications  thereunder,  and  the  board  of  coj^y^ 
having,  under  the  powers  vested  in  them  by  the  MuH^^^P* 
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Act,  called  for  tenders,  and  certain  persons  having  tendered, 
and  the  board  having  received  and  considered  such  tenders, 
the  board  is  bound  to  accept  asphalt  of  any  of  the  three  kinds 
mentioned  in  the  third  clause  of  the  contract,  or  of  any  kind 
which,  in  the  sole  opinion  of  the  city  engineer,  is  as  good  as 
Trinidad  asphalt,  and  there  is  no  prohibition  of  the  use  of 
any  other  kind  of  asphalt  than  Trinidad,  Bermnda,  or  Ger- 
man Bock,  provided  the  tenderer  states  in  his  tender  the  kind 
proposed  to  be  used.  The  time  for  the  demonstration  of  the 
fact  of  whether  the  asphalt  proposed  to  be  supplied  conforms 
to  the  specifications,  is  when  such  asphalt  is  about  to  be  laid 
down,  and,  therefore,  the  contract  in  question  is  good  and 
binding  between  the  parties,  and  can  only  be  put  an  end  to 
by  the  contractor  not  providing,  in  the  opinion  of  the  city 
engineer,  at  such  time  for  laying  it,  as  good  a  quality  of  as- 
phalt as  the  specified  kind.  . 

There  is  in  the  contract  complained  of  a  term  departing 
from  the  specifications,  and  an  undertaljjng  will  be  given  by 
defendants'  counsel  to  strike  out  from  the  body  of  such  con- 
tract the  words  "  and  that  the  asphalt  to  be  used  shall  be  in 
all  respects  equal  to  Alcatraz  and  other  brands  of  California 
asphalt  that  have  been  used  and  are  being  used  in  the  city  of 
Brooklyn  and  other  cities,^'  and  to  strike  out  from  the  recital 
in  the  contract  the  following :  "  Whereas  the  engineer  of  the 
said  city  has  reported  to  the  board  of  control  of  the  said  city 
that  the  Alcatraz  brand  of  California  asphalt  is  equal  in  qual- 
ity to  Trinidad  asphalt,  and  that  asphalt  equal  in  quality  to 
the  said  Alcatraz  brand  of  California  asphalt  will  be  satis- 
factory to  him.'' 

Motion  dismissed  and  interim  injunction  annulled.  No 
costs  of  application  to  either  party. 


Palconbridge,  C.J.  July  18th,  1902^. 

CHAMBERS. 

IVEY  V.  MOFFAT. 

Judgment  Debtor — Examinations-Insufficient  Answers — ii'urth^ 

Examination, 

Application  by  plaintiffs  to  commit  defendant  for  refusal 
to  disclose  his  property,  or  his  transactions  respecting  the 
same,  on  his  examination  as  a  judgment  debtor. 

E-  E.  A.  DuVemet,  for  plaintiff. 

B.  F.  B.  Johnston,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 
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Faloonbrjdge,  C.J. : — It  is  extremely  unsatisfactory  to 
atempt  to  dispose  of  an  application  of  this  nature  on  an  ex- 
amination taken  down  in  narrative  form  and  in  ordinary 
handwriting — particularly  so  when  the  writing  is  not  very 
legible^  and  erasures  and  interlineations  appear  in  critical 
parts. 

If  I  had  to  dispose  of  the  matter  as  it  stands^  I  should 
find  it  difficult  to  say  that  defendant  had  made  satisfactory 
answers  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  On  his  own  * 
figures,  defendant  has  received  a  large  amount  of  money 
which  has  not  been  properly  accounted  for.  I  shall  give  him 
a  further  opportunity  to  shew  that  these  moneys  have  been 
properly  dealt  with  by  him.  It  will  be  to  his  advantage  to 
take  some  trouble  to  give  a  proper  account. 

The  defendant  will  attend  at  his  own  expense  to  be  fur- 
ther ^examined. 

Costs  of  the  application  reserved  for  the  present. 

When  the  matter  comes  up  again,  the  solicitors  will  put 
in  typewritten  copies  of  the  present  material  and  of  the  fur- 
ther examination. 


July  18th,  1902. 

[     •  DIVISIONAL  COURT. 

REX  V.  JAMES. 

JfYaud — Conviction— Frmt  Marks  Act,  1901— Fruit  in  Possession  for 
ISaie— False  Uepresentation  of  Contents  of  Packages—"  Faced  or 
Sheum  Surface.** 

Motion  to  make  absolute  a  rule  nisi  to  quash  defendant's 
tjonviction  for  an  offence  against  sec.  7  of  the  Fruit  Markets 
Act,  1901,  made  by  the  police  magistrate  for  the  city  of  To- 
ronto on  17th  February,  1902. 

J.  D.  Montgomery,  for  the  applicant. 

R.  B.  Beaumont,  for  the  respondent. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  and  Mac- 
Mahon,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Meredith,  C.J. : — The  conviction  is  in  respect  of  18 
packages  of  apples,  and  is  for  selling  and  having  in  posses- 
sion for  sale  the  apples  packed  in  these  packages,  in  which  the 
faced  or  shewn  surface  gave  a  false  representation  of  the  con- 
tents of  the  packages. 

Ten  of  the  packages  were,  according  to  the  admission  of 
the  parties,  in  storage,  and  not  intended  for  sale,  and  were 
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not  in  fact  sold;  and  as  to  them  the  conviction  cannot  be  sup- 
ported. There  must  be^  to  constitute  an  offence  against  the 
section^  either  a  selling  or  an  offering  or  exposing  or  having 
in  possession  for  sale;  and  there  was  neither. 

The  other  eight  packages  were  exposed  for  sale  and  ac- 
tually sold;  an  offence  against  the  section  was  complete^ 
though  no  sale  or  offer  to  sell  had  taken  place.  The  having 
of  them  in  possession  for  sale  is  an  offence  against  the  sec- 
tion. This  being  so,  it  is  immaterial  that  when  sold  the  pur- 
chaser was  not  imposed  upon,  because,  as  the  fact  was,  the 
whole  contents  were  tipped  out  of  the  packages  for  his  in- 
spection, and  he  saw  the  quality  of  the  bulk. 

The  Legislature,  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the  public 
against  the  frauds  which  the  Act  is  designed  to  prevent,  has 
chosen  to  make  the  law  so  stringent  that  the  mere  having  in 
possession  packages  of  fruit  fraudulently  packed — where  the 
having  in  possession  is  for  the  purpose  of  sale — ^is  an  offence, 
and  we  have  no  warrant  for  refusing  to  give  effect  to  the  law 
it  has  enacted,  because  in  the  particular  case  no  one  was  im- 
posed upon  and  no  fraud  was  intended  by  the  person  charged 
with  the  offence. 

As  at  present  advised,  I  do  not  see  why  the  branded  end 
of  the  package  is  the  only  place  where  ^'  a  faced  or  shewn  sur- 
face "  may  be  forced,  or  why,  if  the  bottom  of  the  barrel  is 
faced  with  fruit  of  a  better  qualify  than  the  bulk,  that  is 
not  enough  to  bring  the  case  within  the  section.  As  pointed 
out  by  Mr.  Beaumont,  if  it  were  otherwise,  the  provisions  of 
the  section  might  be  easily  evaded  and  purchasers  imposed 
upon  by  the  bottom  of  the  barrel  being  opened  and  the  fraud- 
ulently packed  surface  exhibited  to  the  purchaser. 

The  conviction  must  be  amended  by  confining  it  to  the 
eight  packages,  and  the  offence  to  having  them  in  possession 
for  sale,  and  the  fine  will  be  reduced  to  $20. 

There  will  be  no  costs  to  either  party. 

It  would  be  well,  I  think,  if  the  Act  were  amended  by  de- 
fining the  meaning  of  the  term  *'  the  faced  or  shewn  surface,'^ 
and  possibly  also  by  relieving  from  the  penalty  one  who  has 
in  possession  for  sale  packages  fraudulently  packed,  if  he  is 
able  to  shew  that  he  did  not  know  of  the  fraudulent  packing 
and  was  not  ignorant  of  it  negligently. 
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July  17th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

DELAHEY  v.  BEID. 

Bale  of  Oiiod»— Unconditional  Covenant  to  Pay  Price— <Jounl€relaim 
for  Damages  for  Non-delivery  of  Part  of  Goods— Nominai 
Damages, 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  the  judgment  of  the  County 
Court  of  Renfrew  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  on  a  claim  by 
the  plaintiff,  the  manufacturer  of  the  scales  known  as  handy 
truck  scales,  to  recover  $140,  agreed  to  be  paid  by  defendant 
to  plaintiff  for  a  full  outfit  for  selling  said  scales  in  Orillia, 
The  defendant  counterclaimed  for  $200  damages  for  loss  of 
profit  occasioned  by  the  plaintiff  making  default  in  supply- 
ing within  a  reasonable  time  the  truck  scale  which  was  part 
of  the  ^'  outfit "  agreed  to  be  supplied.  The  County  Judge  gave 
judgment  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  claimed,  and 
dismissed  the  counterclaim.  • 

B.  D.  Gunn,  K.C.,  for  defendant.  * 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  plaintiff. 

Meredith,  C.J. : — In  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  we 
think  that  the  omission  of  the  respondent  to  supply  within  a 
reasonable  time  after  the  making  of  the  contract  the  truck 
scale  which  was  part  o?  the  "  outfit ''  which,  by  the  terms  of 
the  agreement,  the  respondent  gave  and  assigned  to  the  appel- 
lant— assuming  it  to  have  been  the  duty  of  the  respondent  to 
have  forwarded  it  to  the  appellant — did  not  go  to  the  root  of 
ihe  consideration,  so  as  to  relieve  the  appellant  from  liability 
to  pay  the  purchase  price  of  the  rights  which  he  bought  from 
the  respondent,  and  for  which  he  unconditionally  covenanted 
to  pay  on  the  1st  March,  1901,  the  $140  which  the  respondent 
has  recovered  against  him. 

The  other  articles  comprised  in  the  ''outfit*'  appear  to 
have  been  furnished  to  the  appellant  in  due  time,  and  had  he 
called  attention  to  the  omission  to  send  the  truck  scale  it 
would,  no  doubt,  have  been  supplied  at  once;  the  reasob  why 
he  did  not  appears  from  his  letter  of  the  30th  January,  1900, 
in  which  he  unreasonably  and  unwarrantably  assumed  to  re- 
pudiate his  agreement,  because,  owing  to  a  mistake  in  the  ad- 
dress (the  initial  of  the  second  Christian  name  having  been 
written  L.  instead  of  T.),  the  respondent's  letter  accompany- 
ing the  articles,  which  were  sent  before  reaching  the  appel- 
lant, was  handed  out  of  the  post  office  to  another  Alexander 
"Reid,  who,  it  was  said,  had,  therefore,  an  opportunity  of 
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learning  the  terms  of  the  arrangement  between  the  appellant 
and  the  respondent. 

The  cases  collected  in  Ee  Canadian  Power  Co.,  30  0.  E. 
185,  may  be  referred  to  as  shewing  that  the  appellant  was  not 
discharged  by  the  omission  to  send  the  truck  scale.  The 
judgment  in  favour  of  the  respondent  was,  therefore,  right 
and  should  be  affirmed. 

As  to  the  counterclaim,  assuming  that  the  respondent  was 
in  default  in  not  sending  on  the  truck  scale,  no  damages  have 
been  proved  to  have  been  sustained  by  appellant  owing  to 
the  omission  to  send  it  in  due  time,  and  we  ought  not  to  inter- 
fere with  the  disposition  made  of  the  counterclaim  in  the 
Court  below,  merely  to  give  nominal  damages. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

MacMahon,  J.,  concurred. 


July  17th^  1902. 
divisional  coxjrt. 

Be  SUMMEBS. 

EwectUora  and  Adminiatrators— Administration  of  Estate— Payment 
of  Voluntary  Debts — Bond—Natural  Love  and  Affection — Evi- 
dence of  Actual  Valuable  Consideration— Assignment  of  Securi- 
ties at  Face  Value. 

Appeal  by  Margaret  Summers,  widow  of  William  B.  Sum- 
mers, against  an  order  made  by  the  Judge  of  the  Surrogate 
Court  of  Elgin  allowing  an  item  of  $4,000  in  the  passing  of 
the  accounts  of  the  executors  imder  the  will  of  William  E. 
Summers. 

T.  W.  Crothers,  St.  Thomas,  for  appellant. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  John  Crawford,  Aylmer,  for 
John  B.  Summers,  W.  B.  Summers,  and  A.  Chambers. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  Mac- 
Mahon, J.)  was  delivered  by 

MacMahon,  J. : — The  executors,  in  payment  of  a  debt  to 
John  B.  Summers  of  $4,000,  claimed  as  being  due  to  him 
under. an  agreement  or  bond  of  his  father,  the  testator,  dated 
lOih  March,  1899,  assigned  to  him  throe  several  mortgages 
given  to  the  testator,  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  $4,100. 
The  difference  between  the  $4,000  and  a  month's  interest 
thereon  ^nd  the  $4,100,  was  accounted  for  by  John  B.  Sum- 
mers to  the  testator's  estate. 
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The  objection  taken  was  that  the  agreonent  or  bond  was 
voluntary  and  without  consideration,  and  payment  thereof 
could  not  be  enforced  against  the  testators  estate  by  the 
obligee. 

At  the  passing  of  the  accounts  by  the  executors^  counsel 
for  Margaret  Summers  objected  to  extrinsic  evidence  being 
given  of  another  consideration  than  that  mentioned  in  the 
agreement  (which  was  "natural  love  and  affection**),  as  it 
would  contradict  the  deed.  The  evidence  was  received  sub- 
ject to  the  objection,  and  was  to  the  effect  that,  twenty  years 
prior  to  his  death,  the  testator,  who  was  a  farmer,  received  an 
injury  which  incapacitated  him  from  manual  labour  on  the 
farm;  that  his  two  sons  and  their  mother  (who  died  in  Janu- 
ary, 1898)  worked  the  farm  they  were  then  living  on,  and  paid 
oil  a  mortgage  of  $1,600  that  incumbered  it ;  that  by  their  com- 
bined industry  they  accumulated  sufficient  money  to  purchase 
another  farm,  which  was  conveyed  to  the  father  and  stood  in 
his  name;  that  the  two  farms  were  worked  by  the  sons,  and 
the  profits  arising  therefrom  deposited  by  them  to  the  father's 
credit  in  a  bank  at  Aylmer  until  June,  1897,  when  the  moneys 
standing  to  his  credit  were,  by  his  direction,  transferred  to 
the  credit  of  William  R.  Summers  &  Sons,  which  firm  in- 
cluded the  two  sons  mentioned ;  that  the  moneys  in  the  bank 
were,  as  opportunity  offered,  invested  in  mortgage  securities, 
only  one  of  which  was  taken  to  the  members  of  the  firm,  the 
others  being  taken  to  the  father. 

Prior  to  the  agreement  of  the  10th  March  being  entered 
into,  the  son  William  B.  Summers  was  married,  and  was  then 
residing  in  the  house  on  the  farm  conveyed  to  him ;  his  father 
and  his  brother  John  were  living  with  him.  At  that  time 
John  was  about  to  marry,  and  it  was  thought  better  that  there 
should  be  separate  households,  and  the  family  arrangement 
was  entered  into,  by  which  each  of  the  sons  was  to  become  the 
owner  of  a  farm;  the  funds  in  the  bank  to  the  credit  of  the 
firm  were  to  be  retransf erred  to  the  credit  of  the  father ;  the 
father  was  to  retain  all  the  mortgages,  including  the  one 
taken  in  the  names  of  the  partners,  which  was  to  be  assigned 
to  him.  This  arrangement  was  carried  out,  and  the  assets 
thus  transferred  amounted  to  about  $14,000. 

About  a  year  later  the  father  married  a  second  time,  and 
his  widow  is  the  present  appellant. 

In  the  agreement  of  10th  March  there  is  a  covenant  by 
the  father  to  pay  his  son  John  $4,000,  although  the  same  is 
not  payable  until  the  death  of  the  covenantor.  Had  this  been 
merely   a    volimtary    covenant,    the   only    effect    would   be 
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to  postpone  its  payment  "to  simple  contract  debts  which 
are  bona  fide  owing  for  valuable  consideration;  but  such 
'bond  or  covenant,  if  not  to  the  prejudice  of  creditors,  must 
be  paid  by  the  executors,  and  in  preference  to  legacies :"  Wil- 
liams on  Executors,  9th  ed.,  pp.  869-870 ;  Cox  v.  Barnard,  8 
Hare  32;  Hales. v.  Cox,  32  Beav.  In  England  a  change  was 
made  in  the  law  as  to  payment  of  voluntary  creditors  by  the* 
Judicature  Act  of  1875,  sec.  10,  which  introduces  into  the 
administration  of  the  estates  of  deceased  insolvents  the  rule 
in  bankruptcy  that  voluntary  creditors  are  to  be  paid  pari 
passu  with  creditors  for  value.  See  In  re  Whittaker,  [1900] 
1  Ch.  9.  The  above  section  is  not  embodied  in  our  Judicature 
Act. 

Were  it  necessary  to  shew  any  other  consideration  than 
that  which  appears  in  the  agreeifient,  natural  love  and  affec- 
tion, evidence  of  such  other  consideration  was  properly  re- 
<5eived :  Clifford  v.  Turrell,  1  Y.  &  C.  Eq.  138,  9  Jur.  632 ; 

Marsh  v.  Hunt,  9  A.  R.  at  p.  602. 

• 

The  evidence  shews  that  on  the  10th  March  a  family  ar- 
rangement was  agreed  upon  and  consummated.  There  were 
the  conveyances  by  the  father  to  the  sons,  by  which  each  be- 
-came  the  owner  of  a  farm;  the  giving  by  the  father  of  a 
"bond  to  his  son  John  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  an  equaliz- 
ation as  between  the  two  sons.  Then  there  was  a  transfer  by 
the  two  sons  to  the  father  of  their  interest  in  the  fund  stand- 
ing to  the  credit  of  the  firm  in  the  bank ;  the  assignment  on 
ihe  same  day  by  the  sons  of  their  interest  in  the  Nisbet  mort- 
gage for  $1,000 ;  and  their  agreement  that  the  father  should 
Tetain  for  his  own  benefit  the  other  mortgage  investments 
made  from  the  funds  in  the  bank.  There  was  thus  proved  a 
general  settlement  and  arrangement  between  these  three,  a 
<iivision  of  the  property  in  which  all  claimed  an  interest: 
Persse  v.  Persse,  7  CI.  &  P.  at  p.  318;  Williams  v.  Williams, 
L.  E.  2  Ch.  294. 

The  only  other  point  to  be  disposed  of  is  that  relating  to 
ihc  transfer  by  John  B.  Summers  and  his  co-executor.  Far- 
things, of  the  three  mortgages  belonging  to  the  testator^s 
estate  in  payment  of  the  debt  due  to  John  B.  Summers.  There 
is  nothing  illegal  or  objectionable  in  this  proceeding;  the 
mortgage  securities  were  taken  at  their  par  value.  See  Wil- 
liams on  Executors,  9th  ed.,  p.  667 ;  Elliott  v.  Kemp,  7  M.  & 
TV.  at  p.  313. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 
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CHAMBERS. 

FOLEY  V.  TRUSTS  AND  GUARANTEE  CO. 

Excfutors  and  Administrators — Bill  of  Costs  for  Services  to  Testato*' 
—Pt^ceeding  for  Taxation — Application  by  Residuary  Legatee — 
Ru  H  9^8^ A  ssets — Indemn  itp. 

Motion  by  plaintiff  (residuary  l^atee),  under  Rule 
938,  for  an  order  requiring  defendants,  the  administrators- 
with  the  will  annexed  of  the  estate  of  the  late  John  Foley, 
deceased,  to  take  proceedings  to  obtain  an  order  for  the  de- 
livery and  taxation  of  the  bill  of  costs,  charges,  and  disburse- 
ments of  a  firm  of  solicitors  who  acted  for  the  testator  in  the 
matter  of  an  arbitration  between  him  and  the  corporation 
of  the  city  of  Toronto.  There  were  no  assets  in  the  hand* 
of  defendants,  and  they  declined  to  proceed  for  a  taxation 
unless  under  the  direction  of  the  Court  and  on  being  indem- 
nified against  costs. 

S.  W.  McKeown,  for  plaintiff. 

W.  R.  Smyth,  for  defendants. 

Meredith,  C.J. : — In  dealing  with  the  motion,  it  is  to 
be  treated  as  if  an  order  had  been  made  for  the  administra- 
tion of  the  estate:  Re  Warham,  Hunt  v.  Warham,  [1892]  3- 
Oh.  59 ;  Re  Sherlock,  18  P.  R.  6. 

The  practice  where  such  an  order  has  been  made,  and  it 
is  desired  to  take  proceedings  against  one  who  is  alleged  to  be 
a  debtor  to  the  estate,  appears  to  be — where  the  personal 
representative  desires  the  leave  of  the  Court  to  bring  the 
action  or  take  the  proceeding — ^for  him  to  apply  for  the 
leave,  and  where  he  does  not  wish  to  apply,  but  a  beneficiary 
is  desirous  that  the  proceeding  shall  be  taken,  for  the  latter 
to  apply,  and  an  inquiry  is  then  had  as  to  whether  any,  and 
what,  proceedings  should  be  taken  against  the  alleged  debtor, 
and  if  the  result  of  that  inquiry  is  that  it  is  determined  that 
the  case  is  a  proper  one  for  proceedings  to  be  ta.ken,  leave 
is  given  to  take  them.  If  the  personal  representative  has- 
been  guilty  of  no  misconduct  and  desires  to  conduct  the  pro- 
ceedings, they  are  taken  by  him  at  the  expense  of  the  estate. 
If  there  has  been  misconduct  on  his  part,  or  the  personal  re- 
presentative does  not  desire  to  take  the  proceedings,  leave  is 
given  to  the  beneficiary  to  take  them  in  the  name  of  the  per- 
sonal representative  at  the  expense  of  the  estate.  Where  there 
are  no  assets,  it  would  seem  that  the  personal  representative 
is,  in  either  case,  entitled  to  be  indemnified  against  the  costs 
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« 

to  be  incurred  by  the  person  desiring  that  the  proceeding 
shall  be  taken. 

The  facts  disclosed  on  this  application^  I  thinks  warrant 
the  giving  of  leave  on  the  terms  of  the  plaintiff  indemnify- 
ing the  defendants  against  the  costs  of  and  incidental  to  the 
proceedings  and  paying  the  costs  of  this  application,  and 
leave  will  be  granted  on  these  terms.  The  defendants  will 
have  the  right  to  take  the  proceedings  if  they  desire  to  do 
so,  and  they  may  be  such  as  are  indicated  in  the  notice  of 
motion,  or  such  proceedings  as  may  be  advised  for  obtaining 
from  the  solicitors  an  account  of  the  moneys  received  by 
them  on  behalf  of  the  testator,  and  payment  of  any  balance 
which  may  be  found  to  be  due  by  them  as  the  result  of  the 
accounting.  See  Barker  v.  Birch,  1  DeG.  &  S.  at  p.  381; 
Harrison  v.  Richards,  L.  K.  1  Ch.  473 ;  Yeatman  v.  Yeatman, 
7  Ch.  D.  210. 


Meredith,  C.J.  July  17th,  1902- 

WEEKLY   COURT. 

EAELE  V.  BUBLAND. 

Interest—Charging    Accounting    Party   with — Further    Directions 

— OostB, 

Motion  by  plaintiffs  for  judgment  on  further  directions 
and  as  to  subsequent  costs  reserved  by  judgment  at  trial,  a* 
varied  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  and  Judicial  Committee. 

F.  H.  Chrysler,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 
W.  D.  Hogg,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

Meredith,  C.J. : — The  only  question  in  controversy  is 
whether  defendant  6.  B.  Burland  shall  be  charged  with  in- 
terest on  sums  which  the  local  Master  at  Ottawa  has,  by  his 
report  of  11th  April  last,  found  him  to  be  liable  to  account 
for  and  to  pay  over  to  defendant  company  under  the  refer- 
ence directed  by  the  judgment. 

It  is  in  accordance  with  the  practice  of  the  Court  in  a 
proper  case  to  award  interest  against  an  accounting  party 
on  further  consideration,  although  the  question  has  not  been 
reserved  by  the  original  judgment ;  and  this  is  a  proper  case 
in  which  to  direct  the  payment  of  interest  by  defendant  Bur- 
land.  Daniell's  Chy.  Prac,  7th  ed.,  p.  950,  and  cases  there 
eited,  referred  to. 

Judgment  directing  defendant  6.  B.  Burland  to  pay 
to  defendant  company  the  amount  with   which   the   local 
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J\la8ter  has  found  him  to  be  chargeable,  together  with  in- 
terest upon  it,  and  also  the  subsequent  costs  reserved  by  the 
judgment. 


July  18th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

RAT  PORTAGE  LUMBER  CO.  v.  KENDALL. 

-Contract— 'Diviifion  of  Profits— Partnership — Question  of  Fact — Bur- 
den of  Proof— Appe-al. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  judgment  of  Falconbridge, 
<3.J.,  at  the  trial,  in  action  to  recover  $2,486.30,  being  the 
amount  claimed  for  lumber,  etc.,  alleged  to  have  been  sup- 
plied by  plaintiils  to  defendant,  and  $1,500  alleged  to  have 
Leen  advanced  by  plaintiffs  to  defendant.  The  defendant 
counterclaimed  for  $4,530.87,  alleged  to  be  due  by  plaintiffs 
under  a  contract  for  division  of  profits  and  for  materials 
supplied.  The  trial  Judge  found  that  there  was  no  dispute 
as  to  plaintiffs'  claim,  and,  the  evidence  as  to  the  counter- 
claim being  conflicting,  that  the  defendant  had  not  satisfied 
the  burden  of  proof;  and  he,  therefore,  gave  judgment  for 
ihe  plaintiffs  on  their  claim,  and  dismissed  the  counterclaim. 

The  appeal  was  heard  by  Meredith,  C.J.,  MacMahon 
and  LouNT,  JJ. 

B.  C.  Clute,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

N.  W.  Rowell,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

The  Court  held  that,  on  the  evidence,  it  would  be  im- 
possible to  set  aside  the  findings  of  the  trial  Judge;  and,  as- 
suming that  Kendall  and  Harty  were  partners,  and  that 
most  of  the  work  and  expenditure  in  connection  with  the  con- 
tract was  by  the  partnership,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, that  would  be  of  no  avail  to  defendant  in  this  action, 
which  is  against  Kendall  alone. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs ;  but  judgment  of  trial  Judge 
-varied  by  adding  a  provision  that  it  is  to  be  without  prejudice 
to  defendant's  rights  in  respect  of  the  moneys  received  by 
plaintiffs  on  account  of  the  contract  with  one  Caldwell,  and 
"the  same  as  to  the  sum  allowed  and  deducted  by  the  trial 
Judge  from  plaintiffs'  claim. 
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Falconbridge,  C.J.  July  19th,  1902^ 

TRIAL. 

GREAB  V.  MAYHEW. 

Vendor    and    Purchaser— Action    for    Purchase    Moncp — Evidence — 

Trespass  to  Goods, 

Action  to  recover  $400,  the  purchase  price  of  certain  land 
which,  as  the  plaintiff  alleged,  she  agreed  to  sell  to  defendant,, 
and  of  which  the  defendant  obtained  a  conveyance  without 
payment  of  the  purchase  money,  and  for  damages  for  trespass 
to  person  and  assault,  and  trespass  to  goods. 

Solomon  White,  Windsor,  and  D.  S.  McMillan,  Sarnia,. 
for  plaintiil. 

F.  W.  Kittermaster,  Sarnia,  for  defendant. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. : — As  to  the  real  estate  transaction, 
the  evidence  of  N.  Gurd '  for  defendant  is  quite  clear  and 
satisfactory;  and  as  to  the  goods,  plaintiff's  evidence  is  not 
sufficiently  satisfactory  or  lucid  to  found  a  judgment  for  any 
sum  whatever.  As  defendant  might  have  condescended  to- 
clear  up  that  matter,  if  she  could,  by  evidence  on  her  part, 
the  present  action  shall  be  disijaissed  without  costs,  and  with- 
out prejudice  to  any  action  which  plaintiff  may  be  advised 
to  bring  in  a  Division  Court  in  respect  of  the  goods  only. 

EoBERTSON,  J.  July  21st,  1902.. 

TRIAL. 

BREAKENEIDGE  v.  MASOX. 

Building   Contract — Action   for   Balance   Due — Counterclaim- 
Evidence. 

Action  to  recover  $262.80,  balance  claimed  by  plaintiff 
for  work  on  a  barn.  The  defence  was  that  the  work  was 
negligently  and  unskillfuUy  performed,  and  the  defendant 
also  asserted  a  set-off,  and  counterclaimed  for  damages  for 
material  spoiled. 

G.  W.  Wells,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

S.  G.  McKay,  Woodstock,  for  defendant. 

Robertson,  J.,  dealing  with  the  case  as  a  jury  would, 
and  reviewing  the  conflicting  evidence,  found  all  the  issues  for 
the  plaintiff,  in  whose  favour  he  gave  judgment  for  $260.55,. 
with  interest  from  1st  November,  1901,  and  full  costs  on 
the  High  Court  scale;  and  dismissed  the  defendant's  counter- 
claim with  costs. 
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July  15th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

MINEUVA  MANUFACTURING  CO.  v.  ROCHE. 

Co8t9—f^cale  of—Jurisdivtion  of  County  Court—*' Aniount  Atcertainea 
hy  the  Act  of  the  Pat-ties  or  the  Signature  of  the  Defendant.'' 

Appeal  by  the  defendant  from  an  order  of  Falconbridge, 
CJ.,  affirming  a  ruling  of  the  senior  taxing  officer  at  Toronto 
that  the  costs  should  be  taxed  on  the  High  Court  scale. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  $282.10  as  the  price  of 
goods  sold  and  delivered  by  the  plaintiffs  to  defendant,  the 
invoice  for  which  comprised  a  great  many  items.  The  goods 
were  shipped  from  Toronto  by  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway 
to  the  defendant's  address  at  Ottawa,  and  on  the  day  after 
their  arrival  at  the  Ottawa  station  were  destroyed  by  fire. 
The  defendant  brought  an  action*  against  the  railway  com- 
pany for  the  loss  of  the  goods,  which  was  dismissed. 

While  the  action  against  the  railway  company  was  pend- 
,  ing  plaintiffs  threatened  to  sue  defendant  for  the  price  of 
the  goods,  but  after  a  discussion  between  the  solicitors,  the 
defendant's  solicitor  on  the  21st  November,  1901,  signed  the 
following  undertaking  on  behalf  of  his  client,  addressed  to 
the  plaintiffs  : 

"  We  hereby  admit  liability  of  our  clients  to  you  for  goods 
tlestroyed  in  the  Ottawa  fire,  and  agree  to  pay  for  them  im- 
mediately after  trial  of  our  suit  against  the  C.  P.  R,  which 
we  agree  to  get  disposed  of  as  expeditiously  as  possible;  the 
consideration  for  tiie  above  being  your  agreement  to  wait 
till  the  said  case  is  tried  or  otherwise  earlier  disposed  of.  Ajid 
it  is  understood  that  the  above  admission  of  liability  and 
agreement  to  pay  is  not  conditional  on  our  succeeding  in  said 
suit.'' 

On  4th  December,  1901,  the  plaintiffs  commenced  this 
action  in  the  High  Court  for  the  price  of  the  goods,  and  after 
the  defendant  had  filed  a  statement  of  defence,  she  was  ex- 
amined for  discovery,  and  the  plaintiffs,  on  summary  appli- 
cation, were  allowed  to  enter  judgment  for  the  amount 
claimed  with  costs.  Upon  the  taxation  of  such  costs,  the 
question  arose. 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 
A.  C.  McMaster,  for  plaintiffs. 
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The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  Mac- 
Mahon,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

MacMahon,  J. — By  the  County  Courts  Act,  K.  S.  0.  eh. 
o5,  sec.  23,  sub-sec.  2,  that  Court  has  jurisdiction  "in  all 
causes  and  actions  relating  to  debt,  covenant,  and  contract 
to  $600,  where  the  amount  is  liquidated  or  ascertained  by  the 
Act  of  the  parties  or  by  the  signature  of  the  def endant.'^ 

The  defendant  admitted  that  certain  goods  purchased  by 
her  from  the  plaintiflfs  were  destroyed  by  fire  at  Ottawa,  but 
there  is  no  admission  as  to  the  value  of  the  goods,  and  where 
the  claim  exceeds  $200  it  is  only  in  cases  where  the  "  amount" 
is  ascertained  by  the  act  of  the  parties  or  the  signature  of  the 
defendant  that  th^  action  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
County  Court.  And  had  the  plaintiffs  proceeded  to  trial,  in 
order  to  recover  they  must  have  given  evidence  as  to  the  value 
of  the  goods  which  they  had  shipped  to  the  defendant. 

An  aflSdavit  made  by  the  plaintiffs'  solicitor  was  filed  on 
the  motion  before  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  King's  Bench,  in 
which  he  states  that  the  defendant's  solicitor,  when  the  un- 
dertaking of  the  21st  November  was  given,  refused  to  admit 
the  amount  or  value  of  the  goods  shipped. 

We  cannot  interfere  with  the  order  made  by  the  Chief 
Justice.  The  appeal  will,  therefore,  be  dismissed  with  costs, 
fixed  at  $20. 


EoBERTSoN,  J.  July  21st,  1902. 

PILGRIM  V.  CUMMER. 

Partnership — Offer  of  Partner  to  Sell  Share  to  Oo-partner9— Accept- 
an(*e—flpeciftc     Performance  —  Term^— Improvidence— Security-^ 

COHtH. 

Action  for  an  account  of  the  transactions  between  plain- 
tiff and  defendants,  who,  in  May,  1899,  entered  into  partner- 
ship as  manufacturers  of  aerated  waters  at  Hamilton  under 
the  firm  names  of  "Pilgrim  Bros.  &  Co."  and  ''The 
Hamilton  Mineral  Water  Co.,  Pilgrim  Bros.  &  Co.,  Proprie- 
tors," and  continued  until  15th  February,  1902,  when,  the 
plaintiff  alleged,  the  defendants  excluded  him  from  the  part- 
nership premises  and  affairs,  since  when  the  defendants  have 
been  carrying  on  business  with  the  partnership  assetK. 
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The  defendants  alleged  that  prior  to  15th  February,  1902, 
they  purchased  the  plaintiflf's  interest  in  the  partnership ;  that 
on  the  21st  December,  1901,  the  plaintiff  offered  in  writing 
to  sell  his  interest  to  the  defendants  for  $2,000  cash,  upon  hi& 
iH'ing  freed  from  all  liabilities  of  the  firm,  and  to  covenant 
not  to  carry  on  the  same  kind  of  business  within  200  miles^ 
of  Hamilton,  and  to  procure  his  wife  to  join  in  such  covenant 
and  to  secure  it  upon  her  property  in  Hamilton ;  that  the  de- 
fendants accepted  the  offer,  and  had  always  been  ready  an<! 
willing  to  carry  it  out,  but  the  plaintiff  had  refused  to  do  so 
on  his  part;  and  the  defendants  asked  for  specific  perform- 
ance of  the  agreement. 

The  plaintiff  replied  that  the  offer  or  agreement  was  an 
improvident  one,  and  that  he  was  not  able  to  carry  it  out  be- 
cause^ of  his  wife's  refusal  to  give  the  security  mentioned. 

G.  Lynch-Staunton,  K.C.,  and  E.  H.  Ambrose,  Hamilton, 
for  plaintiff. 

J.  P.  Mabee,  K.C.,  and  6.  C.  Thompson,  Hamilton,  for     • 
defendants. 

Robertson,  J. — I  am  forced  to  the  conclusion  that  what 
is  alleged  by  plaintiff  in  reply  to  the  defence  set  up  by  de- 
fendants is  substantially  true,  and  I,  therefore,  And  all  the 
issues  of  fact  in  favour  of  plaintiff.  ...  I  find  specifi- 
cally that  plaintiff  always  was,  and  now  is,  ready  to  carry  out 
the  agreement  on  his  part,  and  that  it  is  a  fact  that  he  has 
been  unable  to  procure  his  wife  to  execute  the  security  men- 
tioned in  the  letter  containing  the  offer.  And  I  think  de- 
fendants are  entitled  to  have  judgment  for  specific  perform- 
ance of  so  much  of  the  agreement  as  is  not  involved  in  plain- 
tiff procuring  the  execution  by  his  wife  of  the  covenant  in 
said  letter  mentioned.  I  am  of  opinion  that  plaintiff,  when- 
he  signed  the  letter,  did  not  intend  to  bind  himself  to  procure 
his  wife  to  join  in  the  covenant  so  as  to  charge  her  lands  with 
a  consequence  of  the  breach  thereof  on  the  part  of  plaintiff, 
and  I  so  find.  He  promised,  no  doubt,  to  ask  her  to  do  so  ;^ 
but  to  be  bound  that  she  would  do  so,  or  that  he  would  accept 
an  abatement  from  the  purchase  money  of  $2,000  in  case  she 
refused,  he  had  not  in  contemplation;  and,  in  my  judgment, 
it  would  not  be  just  or  equitable  to  order  any  abatement,  or 
to  compel  plaintiff  to  furnish  other  security.     .     .     . 

The  authorities  are  overwhelming  that  plaintiff  cannot  be 
compelled  to  procure  his  wife  to  charge  her  lands,  even  if  he 
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had  intended  to  agree  that  she  should  do  so.  Courts  of 
Equity  long  ago  endeavoured  to  enforce  specific  performance 
of  such  agreements ;  but  all  they  could  do  then  was  to  imprison 
ihe  husband  until  the  wife  complied^  but  that  was  at  last  de- 
termined to  be  imreasonable.  .  .  .  Now  the  rule  is  not 
to  decree  specific  performance  of  such  an  agreement,  leaving 
the  party  aggrieved  to  seek  compensation  for  any  loss.  As  to 
loss,  however,  or  damages  therefor,  how  can  they  be  assessed 
here  ?  If  the  plaintiff  performs  his  covenant  not  to  carry  on 
the  same  business,  there  is  no  damage ;  and,  as  the  Courts 
afford  ample  protection  by  injunction,  the  defendants  arc 
amply  protected.     .     .     . 

In  regard  to  the  costs,  it  is  clear  from  the  evidence  and 
correspondence  that,  plaintiff  was  ready  and  willing  and  by 
his  solicitors  offered  before  the  action  was  commenced  to  do 
and  perform  all  that  plaintiff  was  legally  or  equitably  bound 
to  do ;  but,  by  a  system  which  has  not  commended  itself  to  my 
mind,  the  defendants  have  endeavoured  to  force  plaintiff  into 
doing  what  was  unconscionable,  thus  driving  him  into  this 
litigation.  The  defendants  should  pay  to  plaintiff  the  costs 
of  this  action. 

[The  following  authorities,  among  others,  were  con- 
sidered: Van  Norman  v.  Beaupre,  5  Gr.  599;  Longhead  v. 
Stubbs,  27  Gr.  387;  Fry  on  Specific  Performance,  sec.  1222. 
and  cases  cited;  Hughes  v.  Jones,  3  DeG.  &  F.  1,»315.] 


Falconbridge,  C.J.  July  30th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

STYLES  V.  TOWERS. 

Way — Private  Way — Easement— Implied  Grant — Intention, 

Action  for  damages  for  deprivation  of  use  of  an  alleged 
right  of  way ;  and  for  a  declaration  as  to  plaintiff's  right,  and 
for  an  injunction. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  a  right  of  way  by  implied  grant,  or  by 
general  words,  such  as  those  used  in  R.  S.  0.  1897  ch.  119, 
^tec.  12,  treating  the  right  as  a  quasi-easement,  not  of  absolute 
necessity,  yet  in  some  sense  essential  to  the  enjoyment  of  the 
property  conveyed  to  him. 

J.  A.  Robinson,  St.  Thomas,  for  plaintiff. 
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G.  F.  Maxwell  senior  and  G.  F.  Maxwell  junior,  SL 
Thomas,  for  defendants. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — The  numerous  cases  cited  by  plain- 
tiff do  not  establish  his  contention;  and  this  is  not  a  case 
where  there  was  a  right  of  way  existing  from  one  close 
to  another,  which  has  become  merged  by  the  fact  of  the  same 
person  having  become  the  owner  of  both  properties,  but  is  at 
most  the  user  of  a  way  which  has  been  made  by  the  owner  of 
adjoining  closes,  and  first  used  during  imity  of  possession. 
It  is  not  in  continuous  use  like  a  waterway;  and,  therefore, 
would  not  pass  by  general  words,  unless  the  necessary  inten- 
tion were  shewn  that  it  should  pass;  and  such  has  not  been 
shewn  in  this  case.  I  refer  to  Thompson  v.  Water- 
low,  L.  R  6  Eq.  36 ;  Bolton  v.  Bolton,  11  Ch.  D.  968 ;  God- 
dard  on  Easements,  3rd  ed.,  p.  139 ;  and  Elphinstone  on  In- 
terpretation of  Deeds,  Bl.  ed.,  p.  192.  Taking  this  view,  I 
deem  it  unnecessary  to  consider  the  effect  of  the  mortgages^ 
or  of  the  part  discharge  thereof. 

Action  dismissed  without  costs. 


July  31st,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

Be  WILLIAMS. 

Tru4ft€€8— Remuneration  of — Quantum  of  AUoi€ance-~Capiial-'incom€ 

Solicitor-trustee— Profit  Costs, 

Appeal  by  G.  M.  Macdonnell,  one  of  two  trustees  of  the 
estate  of  E.  Williams,  deceased,  from  an  order  of  the  Judge 
of  the  Surrogate  Court  of  Frontenac  fixing  the  appellant's 
remuneration  for  his  care,  pains,  and  trouble  in  and  about 
the  estate  for  the  period  since  August,  1891.  The  Surrogate 
Judge  allowed  the  trustees  five  per  cent,  upon  the  interest 
collected,  and  made  no  allowance  of  any  kind  for  any  other 
services,  giving  as  a  reason  that  he  had  in  a  former  order 
fixing  the  remuneration  up  to  August,  1891,  and  allowed 
the  trustees  two  and  a  half  per  cent,  for  taking  over  the  prin^ 
cipal. 

The  appeal  was  heard  by  Falconbridge,  C.J.,  Street 
and  Britton,  JJ. 
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G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  for  appellant. 

J.  A.  Hutcheson,  Brockville,  for  the  other  trustee  and  the 
beneficiariee. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by 

Street,  J. — ^The  Court  is  warranted  under  Re  Berkele/s 
Trusts,  8  P.  R.  193,  and  the  authorities  there  referred  to,  in 
holding  that  the  remuneration  of  trustees  whose  duties  cover 
a  period  of  years,  should  not  be  confined  to  an  allowance  by 
way  of  percentage  for  the  collection  and  payment  over  of 
income,  but  that  it  is  proper  to  make  to  them  an  annual  al- 
lowance for  their -services  in  looking  after  the  corpus  of  the 
fund,  receiving  repayments  upon  principal,  and  re-investing 
it;  and  this  allowance  should  not  depend  upon  the  amount 
so  collected  and  re-invested,  but  should  be  a  fixed  annual  al- 
lowance based  upon  the  nature  of  the  property  and  the  con- 
sequent degree  of  care  and  responsibility  involved.  Under 
the  authorities  referred  to  the  Surrogate  Judge  adopted  an 
erroneous  basis  for  the  remuneration  of  the  trustees  during 
the  period  ending  in  1891,  in  allowing  them  a  percentage 
npon  the  principal  sum  taken  over,  and  nothing  for  the  col- 
lection of  interest  upon  the  trust  fund  during  the  period,  ex- 
cepting for  the  interest  accrued  at  the  testator's  death;  he 
should  have  allowed  the  trustees  nothing  for  taking  over  the 
estate,  but  should  have  allowed  them  a  percentage  upon  all 
the  interest  collected  and  paid  over,  and  an  annual  sum  for 
the  care  of  the  estate.  The  amount  allowed  the  trustees  in 
1891  should,  perhaps,  upon  any  final  computation  of  their 
remuneration,  be  treated  as  a  satisfaction  for  their  services 
in  the  collection  of  interest  and  the  care  of  the  principal 
down  to  1891,  rather  than  for  the  taking  over  of  the  princi- 
pal ;  which  seems  to  be  a  matter  to  be  dealt  with  at  the  con- 
clusion of  the  trust.  The  sum  allowed  for  taking  over  the 
principal  by  the  former  order  had  all  been  well  earned  dur- 
ing the  period  covered  by  that  order,  in  caring  for  the  princi- 
pal and  collecting  the  interest  during  that  period,  and  th« 
trustees  were  entitled  to  a  new  allowance  based  upon  their 
services  between  1891  and  1902;  and  $100  per  year  would  be 
a  reasonable  and  proper  allowance  to  make  for  the  receipt  of 
repayments  on  principal  invested,  their  re-investment,  and 
the  constant  watchfulness  and  care  required  in  ordifer  to  guard 
from  loss  a  fund  invested  upon  ordinary  securities.  In  addition 
to  this,  the  allowance  of  5  per  centum  made  by  the  Surrogate 
Judge  for  the  collection  of  the  interest  and  its  payment  over 
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to  the  persons  entitled  under  the  will,  is  by  no  means  exces- 
fiive,  when  the  nature  of  the  securities  (small  mortgages)  is 
considered;  the  result  being  a  yearly  charge  to  the  trust  of 
about  $280  in  all,  for  management,  a  sum  representing  less 
than  one-half  of  one  per  cent,  per  annum  upon  the  principal 
of  the  fund.  The  appellant  should  have  been  allowed  $2,314, 
instead  of  the  $1,500  allowed  him  by  the  Surrogate  Judge. 

Regarding  the  question  raised  before  the  Surrogate  Judge 
^s  to  the  appellant's  having  charged  certain  profit  costs  to  the 
estate  to  which  he  was  not  entitled,  the  general  rule  is  that 
a  trustee-solicitor  is  not  entitled  to  charge  the  estate  with 
any  professional  services;  but  an  exception,  which  is  not 
to  be  extended,  has  been  established  by  the  decision  of  Lord 
Cottenham  in  Cradock  v.  Piper,  1  D.  M.  &  6.  664,  under 
wluch  a  solicitor-trustee  who  brings  or  defends  proceedings 
in  Court  for  himself  and  his  co-trustees,  is  entitled  to  recover 
profit  costs,  and,  therefore,  to  charge  such  costs  to  the  estate, 
but  such  costs  are  not  to  be  increased  by  the  fact  that  he  is 
himself  a  party  beyond  what  they  would  have  been  had  he 
acted  for  his  co-trustee  only.  This  exception  is  not  to  be 
extended  to  proceedings  or  professional  services  rendered  to 
the  estate  out  of  Court:  Re  Corsellis,  34  Ch.  D.  675;  Be 
Mimico  Sewer  Pipe  Co.,  26  0.  R.  288 ;  Lewin  on  Trusts,  10th 
^.;  Broughton  v.  Broughton,  5  D.  M.  &  6.  160;  and  Be 
Boody,  [1893]  1  Ch.  129,  138,  139,  141. 

There  are  charges  in  the  appellant's  accounts  for  profes- 
sional services  which  do  not  come  within  the  exception  sanc- 
tioned by  Cradock  v.  Piper;  and  these  should  be  deducted.  If 
tliere  should  be  any  dispute  as  to  such  items,  the  matter  may 
be  spoken  to  again,  and  a  reference  ordered,  if  necessary. 
Costs  of  appeal  to  be  paid  out  of  Court  to  all  parties,  to  be 
taxed  as  between  party  and  party. 


July  31st,  1902. 
divisional  court. 
MIDDLETOX  v.  SCOTT. 

Mortgage— Mortgagee's     Costa — Unnecessary     Proceedings — Tenders- 
Waiver, 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  order  of  Street,  J.,  3  0.  L.  R- 
27,  allowing  defendant's  appeal  from  report  of  local  Master 
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at  Chatham,  to  whom  this  action  (for  redemption)  was  re- 
ferred; and  cross-appeal  by  defendant  (mortgagee)  from  so 
much  of  such  order  as  precluded  defendant  from  having  the 
costs  of  the  action  and  deprived  defendant  of  interest  post 
diem  at  the  rate  of  8  per  cent,  per  annum,  as  stipulated  for 
in  the  mortgage  deed. 

M.  Wilson,  K.C.,  and  J.  B.  OTlynn,  Chatham,  for 
plaintiff. 

W.  E.  Middleton,  for  defendant. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  Mac- 
Mahon,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

MacMahon,  J. : — Counsel  for  plaintiff  contends  that  the 
conduct  of  defendant's  solicitor  in  claiming  from  plaintiff 
$8.13  in  connection  with  some  alleged  proceedings  under  the 
power  of  sale  in  the  mortgage,  in  addition  to  principal  and 
interest,  amounted  to  a  dispensing  with  a  tender  of  principal 
and  interest  to  the  agent  and  solicitor  of  defendant.  [Re- 
ference to  Ex  p.  Darch,  22  L.  J.  N.  S.  Bkcy.  75;  Jones  v. 
Tarleton,  9  M.  &  W.  675 ;  Kerford  v.  Mondel,'  20  L.  J.  Ex. 
303 ;  Llade  v.  Morgan,  23  C.  P.  517 ;  Bobbins  on  Mortgages, 
pp.  710,  711;  Fisher  on  Mortgages,  p.  1503.] 

There  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  or  correspondence  that 
would  warrant  the  view  that  a  tender  of  the  principal  and  in- 
terest was  dispensed  with,  and  the  solicitor's  claim  for 
$8.13,  the  costs  of  the  alleged  proceedings  under  the  power 
of  sale,  could  by  no  possibility  dispense  with  a  tender  of 
the  amount  due  on  the  mortgage;  and,  there  being  no 
tender  and  no  dispensation  with  a  tender,  the  interest  con- 
tinues to  run. 

Although  by  paragraph  3  of  the  judgment  of  reference 
the  Master  is  directed  to  report  specially  his  findings  on  all 
matters  relating  to  the  alleged  tenders  or  excuses  for  tender, 
and  to  any  matters  affecting  the  question  of  costs,  since  the 
question  of  costs  is  not  reserved  to  be  afterwards  dealt  with^ 
this  direction  is  an  inconsequential  and  useless  one;  and,  in 
any  case,  insufficient  to  control  the  direction  contained  in 
paragraph  4  to  tax  costs,  and  the  provision  of.  Eule  756,  that 
thev  shall  be  taxed  to  defendant;  and  therefore  Mr» 
Justice  Street's  view  that  the  costs  of  the  action,  except  in 
the  event  mentioned  in  paragraph  7,  are  not  dealt  with,  is 
erroneous;  and  under  the  terms  of  the  judgment,  in  the- 
event  that  has  happened,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  costs- 
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of  the  action.  The  provision  in  the  mortgage  that  interest  is 
to  be  paid  at  the  rate  of  8  per  cent,  per  annum  after  maturity 
means  after  the  principal  money  has  become  payable^  that  is 
to  say^  after  the  expiration  of  the  five  years  as  well  as  before, 
and  in  that  view  of  its  meaning  there  is  no  room  for  the  ap- 
plication of  the  principle  applied  in  such  cases  as  People^s 
Loan  Co.  v.  Grant,  18  S.  C.  R.  262,  such  a  construction  of 
the  proviso  for  redemption  being  here  excluded  by  the  pro- 
vision that  interest  at  8  per  cent,  is  to  be  paid  after  the  ma- 
turity of  the  principal  sum — ^in  other  words,  after  the  princi- 
pal sum  has,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  proviso,  become 
payable. 

PlaintifiTs  appeal  dismissed  with  costs,  and  defendant's 
cross-appeal  allowed  with  costs;  and  order  of  Street,  J., 
varied  by  directing  interest  on  the  whole  $324  to  be  calculated 
at  rate  of  8  per  cent,  per  annum,  and  the  defendant's  costs 
of  the  action  to  be  added  to  the  principal  and  interest. 


Robertson,  J.  July  28th,  1902. 

WEEKLY    COURT. 

FALLS  V.  BANK  OF  MONTREAL. 

Lunatic^Residence  ahroadr^Domicil  in  Ontario—Money  in  Bank  in 
Ontario— Eight  of  Foreign  Committee  to— Change  of  DomicUr— 
Private  International  Law — Costa, 

'  Motion  on  behalf  of  plaintiff,  Frederick  W.  Falls,  a  luna- 
tic 80  found  by  judicial  declaration  of  a  Court  in  the  State 
of  Pennsylvania,  by  Charles  William  Allen,  his  committee, 
for  judgment  on  the  pleadings  in  an  action  for  payment  by 
defendants  to  the  committee,  for  plaintiff,  of  $2,005.50  and 
interest  from  Slst  December,  1901,  and  for  a  declaration 
that  such  payment  is  a  valid  discharge  of  defendants.  The 
moneys  in  question  were  deposited  by  the  plaintiff,  before  he 
was  declared  insane,  with  the  defendants  in  the  savings  bank 
department  at  the  Yonge  street  branch  in  the  city  of  Toronto. 
The  defendants  admitted  that  they  had  the  money  on  deposit, 
and  claimed  the  protection  of  a  judgment  before  paying  it 
over,  and  asked  for  costs.  The  plaintiff  is  a  British  subject, 
bom  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  30  years  ago,  and  resided 
therein  until  about  four  years  ago,  when,  after  travelling  in 
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Europe,  he  went  to  Philadelphia,  where  his  mother  and  sister 
lived,  and  where  he  has  since  resided.  He  is  an  artist,  and 
had  a  studio  in  Philadelphia,  where  he  painted  numerous 
pictures  of  considerable  value.  The  principal  part  of  the 
moneys  in  question  were  remitted  by  plaintiff  to  the  defend- 
ants from  Philadelphia  in  a  letter  dated  the  31st  December, 
1901.  He  became  a  lunatic  on  the  9th  January,  1902,  and 
Allen  was  appointed  committee  of  his  estate  (consisting  of 
about  $12,000)  on  the  3rd  March,  1902. 

S.  B.  Woods,  for  plaintiff. 

J.  A.  Worrell,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

IloBERTSON,  J. — ^A  British  subject,  before  he  can  be  held 
to  have  become  a  subject  or  citizen  of  a.  foreign  country,  must 
not  only  express  clearly  an  intention  to  do  so,  but  must  per- 
form some  act  from  which  the  inference  to  be  drawn  is  con- 
clusive. In  re  Patience,  29  Ch.  D.  976,  Bell  v.  Kennedy,  L. 
R.  1  H.  L.  Sc.  307,  Udny  v.  Udny,  L.  B.  1  H.  L.  441, 
Moorhouse  v.  Lord,  10  H.  L.  C.  at  p.  291,  Doucet  v.  Geoghe- 
^n,  9  Ch.  D.  441,  Frquhart  v.  Butterfield,  37  Ch.  D.  367, 
Xing  V.  Foxwell,  3  Ch.  D.  at  p.  620,  and  Didisheim  v.  London 
and  Western  Bank,  [1900]  2  Ch.  15,  considered. 

The  plaintiff^s  original  domicil  was  in  Ontario,  and 
there  is  no  evidence  that  by  any  act  of  his  he  has  changed 
it.  There  is  nothing  to  shew  any  intention  to  become  an 
American  citizen.  The  lunatic  is,  therefore,  a  British 
subject,  and  4he  fund  being  in  this  country,  the  com- 
plexion of  the  case  is  altered  in  regard  to  the  disposal  of 
it.  As  the  limatic  has  been  judicially  declared  such  by 
the  Court  in  Philadelphia  having  jurisdiction  in  that  be- 
half, and  as  that  Court  has  authorized  its  officer,  the  com- 
mittee, to  take  these  proceedings,  on  general  principles  of 
private  international  law  the  Courts  of  this  coimtry  are 
bound  to  recognize  the  authority  conferred  on  him  by  that 
Court ;  and  if  a  proper  case  is  made  out  to  warrant  the  Court, 
in  its  discretion,  in  ordering  the  amount  to  be  paid  over,  it 
should  be  so  ordered.  If  the  amount  now  sought  to  be  re- 
covered were  necessary  for  the  maintenance  of  the  lunatic,  it 
should  be  paid  over  to  the  committee.  The  committee  is  not 
entitled  to  get  in  all  the  estate,  wherever  found,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  preserving  it.  In  re  Brown,  [1895]  2  Ch.  G66,  referred 
to.  The  committee  has  in  his  hands  money  and  property  of 
the  value  oif  more  than  $12,000.     So  that  this  money  is  not 
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necessary  for  the  support  of  the  plaintiff.  Therefore  the  de- 
fendants should  not  be  ordered  to  pay  over  the  whole  suniy 
but  the  defendant  should  be  discharged  upon  payment  of  the 
amount  into  Court  to  the  credit  of  plaintiff,  and  the  interest 
now  accumulated  should  be  paid  over  to  the  committee,  who 
may  apply  for  further  payments  of  interest  or  principal  as 
occasion  may  arise.  The  defendants  are  entitled  to  costs,  as 
between  solicitor  and  client,  out  of  the  fund.  Vane  v.  Vane. 
L.  H.  2  Ch.  124,  Jones  v.  Lloyd,  22  W.  R.  787,  In  re  Bligh. 
12  Ch.  D.  364,  In  re  Tower,  32  Ch.  D.  39,  and  New  York  Se- 
curity  Co.  v.  Keyser,  [1901]  1  Ch.  666,  referred  to.  Judg- 
ment accordingly. 
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TRIAL. 

PIGGOTT  V.  TORONTO  RUBBER  SHOE  MANUFAC- 
TURING CO. 

Building    Contrtici  ^  Materials   Supplied   not   Covered  hy  Contract 

— Damages — Arbitrator — Bias  of—Lien. 

Action  tried  at  Hamilton  and  Toronto,  brought  by  the 
plaintiff,  a  contractor,  againiBt  the  defendant  company  to 
recover  the  cost  of  work  done  and  materials  supplied,  which 
were  not  cavered,  or  only  partly  covered,  by  the  contract  for 
the  construction  of  certain  works  for  a  hydraulic  power  sys- 
tem at  Port  Dalhousie.  The  plaintiff  also  sought  to  have  the 
defendant  Hillman  declared  disqualified  to  act  as  arbitrator 
on  the  ground  of  bias  against  the  plaintiff,  and  to  enforce  his 
registered  lien  against  certain  other  defendants  who  claimed 
some  interest  in  the  property  in  question. 

Wallace  Nesbitt,  K.C,  G.  Lynch-Staunton,  K.C.,  and  E. 
F.  Lazier,  Hamilton,  for  plaintiff. 

R.  C.  Clute,  K.C.,  and  J.  A.  Macintosh,  for  defendant 
company. 

J.  V.  Teetzel,  K.C-,  and  G.  C.  Thompson,  Hamilton, 
for  defendant  Hillman. 

Britton,  J.,  held,  that  the  defendant  Hillman  before 
and  at  the  time  of  making  his  final  estimates  had  a  bias 
against  the  plaintiff  and  had  not  acted  impartiallyHiowards 
him.  The  plaintiff,  therefore,  was  entitled  to  have  his  claim 
further  investigated,  and  he  was  allowed  a  reference  with  re- 
spect to  his  claim,  in  so  far  as  not  otherwise  disposed  of,  to 
ascertain  what  amount  was  due  him  from  the  defendant  com- 
pany. The  plaintiff  was  further  entitled  to  a  mechanic's  lien 
upon  the  property  in  question,  but  only  for  the  amount  found 
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due  by  the  Master,  said  lien  to  rank  in  priority  to  the  estate 
or  interest  of  the  defendants  or  mortgagees,  in  so  far  as  the 
work  done  and  materials  provided  by  the. plaintiff  have  in- 
creased the  selling  value  of  said  lands.  Judgment  for  the 
plaintiff  with  costs,  but  costs  of  the  reference  reserved.  If 
necessary  to  enforce  his  lien  by  sale,  the  plaintiff  may  apply 
for  further  order  and  directions. 

Lazier  &  Lazier,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  the  plaintiff. 

Clute,  Macdonald,  &  Macintosh,  solicitors  for  the  de- 
fendant company. 

Teetzel,    Harrison,    &    Lewis,    solicitors    for    defendant 
Hillman. 


MacMahon,  J.  August  1st,  1902, 

TRIAL. 

OMAN  V.  COPP-CLARK  CO. 

Copyright  —  Infringement  of  —  Imperial  Act  5  d  6  Vict.  ch.  ^  — 

Injunotion^Damdges. 

Action  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  a  professor  of  ancient 
history  at  Oxford  University  and  author  of  a  work  "  A  His- 
tory of  Greece  from  the  Earliest  Times  to  the  Macedonian 
Conquest,^^  published  in  1890,  against  the  defendants,  the 
Copp-Clark  Co.,  W.  J.  Robertson,  and  John  Hen^rson,  for 
alleged  infringement  of  the  plaintiff's  copyright  in  part 
of  the  book  entitled  "  High  School  History  of  Greece  and 
Rome,^'  published  in  1896.  The  plaintiff's  work  was  regit?- 
tered  pursuant  to  Imperial  Copyright  Act  5  &  6  Vict,  clu 
45.  Defendants  the  Copp-Clark  Co.  consented  to  a  perpetual 
injunction  against  their  further  dealing  with  the  book  and 
agreed  to  deliver  up  all  unsold  copies.  Defendants  Robertson 
and  Henderson  contended  that  their  history,  except  maps  and 
plans,  is  the  bona  fide  result  of  their  labour  and  research 
among  standard  authorities,  and  that  the  maps  and  plans 
were  utilized  by  the  Copp-Clark  Co.  on  the  company's  own 
authority  without  their  consent. 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  and  J.  F.  Smith,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

D.  E.  Thomson,  K.C.,  for  defendants  Copp-Clark  Co. 

C.  A.  Moss,  for  defendants  Henderson  and  Robertson, 
cited  8peirs  v.  Brown,  6  W.  R.  352 ;  Scputton^s  Law  of  Copy- 
right, 3rd  ed.,  138;  Bromwell  v.  Halcomber,  3  My.  &  Cr.  738; . 
Folsam  v.  Marsh,  2  Story  115;  and  Copinger's  Law  of  Copy- 
right, 3rd  ed.,  63. 

MacMahox,  J.— Held,  that  the  plaintiff  had  used  the 
historical  facts  common  to  all,  but  had  shewn  originality  in 
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the  treatment  of  the  subject,  proved  by  its  reproduction  to 
the  extent  of  nine  editions.  A  comparison  of  the  two  his- 
tories leaves  the  irresistible  eonclusion  that  the  defendants 
tidopted  the  plan  of  the  plaintiff's  work;  that  they  used  or 
allowed  the  Copp-Clark  Co.  to  use  the  plaintiff's  maps;  and 
that  they  compiled  material  parts  of  their  work  from  the 
plaintiff's  history  with  colourable  alterations  and  variations, 
always  regarded  as  cogent  evidence  of  animus  furandi.  Judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiff  granting  an  injunction  restraining  the 
defendants  Robertson  and  Henderson  from  further  infringing 
plaintiff's  history  and  directing  them  to  deliver  up  to  plain- 
tiff's solicitor  under  oath  all  copies  of  the  said  book  in  their 
own  or  their  agents'  possession.  Reference  as  to  profits  made 
"by  defendants  Robertson  and  Henderson  out  of  their  book  un- 
less  plaintiff  consents  to  damages  being  assessed  at  a  nominal 
sum.  Defendants  Robertson  and  Henderson  to  pay  costs,  less 
costs  of  making  the  Copp-Clark  Co.  defendants  to  the  action. 

Smith,  Rae,  &  Greer,  solicitors  for  the  plaintiff. 

Thomson,  Henderson,  &  Bell,  solicitors  for  defendants 
the  Copp-Clark  Co. 

Barwick,    Aylesworth,    Wright,    &    !\^oss,    solicitors    for 
defendants  Robertson  and  Henderson. 


August  1st,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

Re  BRAMPTON  GAS  CO. 

Conipiiny  —  Winding-up  —  R,  8.  C.  ch.  129  —  Master  in  Ordinaiy — 
Jurisdiction  of,  in  Windlng-uth^Taluing  Securities-^IAquidator. 

Appeal  by  Bank  of  Montreal  and  C.  Blayney  from  ruling 
'of  Master  in  Ordinary  that  he  had  jurisdiction  to  determine 
the  claims  made  by  appellants  and  also  the  matters  raised  by 
ihe  liquidator  in  his  notice  of  contestation  served  on  appef- 
lants  pursuant  to  direction  of  the  Master  in  Ordinary,  and 
that  he  ought  to  exercise  that  jurisdiction.  The  Brampton 
■Gas  Co.  is  being  wound  up  under  the  Dominion  Winding-up 
Act,  and  the  Bank  of  Montreal  claim  to  be  the  holders  of 
ten  mortgage  debentures  of  the  company  for  $500  each,  se- 
cured by  a  mortgage  on  the  assets  of  the  company,  and  to 
Tiold  'them  as  security  for  two  promissory  notes  made  by  the 
company  and  indorsed  by  L.  E.  Dance^.  Appellant  Blayney 
•claims  to  be  holder  of  other  ten  mortgage  debentures  sim- 
ilarly secured,  and  also  to  be  an  unsecured  creditor  for 
-•$208.61.  The  liquidator  disputes  the  validity  of  the  mort- 
^gage  debentures  and  the  mortgage  purporting  to  secure  the 
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same^  and  alleges  that  if  valid  the  debentures  were  used  by 
one  of  the  officers  of  the  company  in  fraud  of  the  company. 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C,  for  appellant  Bank  of  Montreal. 

W.  A.  Skeans,  for  appellant  Blayney. 

Hamilton  Cassels,  K.C.,  for  liquidator. 

Judgment  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  MacMahon^ 
J.)  was  delivered  by  .  . 

Meredith,  C.J. : — I  am  unable  to  agree  with  the  ruling 
which  has  been  made.  It  is  plain,  I  think,  that  the  debts,  for 
the  proof  of  which  provision  is  made  by  sec.  66  and  the  fol- 
lowing sections,  which  deal  with  the  subject  of  proof  of  debts, 
are  unsecured  or  only  partly  secured  debts,  in  respect  of 
which  the  creditor  seeks  to  rank  upon  the  general  estate  of 
the  company  in  the  liquidation,  and  have  no  application  to 
iuUy  secured  claims  where  the  creditor  is  content  to  rely 
upon  his  security  and  that  only,  and  does  not  seek  to  share  in 
common  with  other  creditors  in  the  distribution  oi  the  gen- 
eral assets  of  the  company. 

The  provisions  as  to  valuing  securities  (sees.  62,  63)  are 
in  entire  harmony  with  this  view. 

Nor  are  these  provisions  applicable  where  there  is  a  con- 
lost  as  to  the  right  of  the  creditor  to  the  security  which  he 
claims  to  hold  for  his  debt.  They  are  in  their  very  nature 
applicable  only  where  the  right  to  the  security  is  not  disputed, 
and,  as  I  have  already  said,  are  designed  for  the  purpose  of 
ascertaining  for  what  sum  the  creditor  is  to  be  entitled  to 
prove  in  the  liquidation  as  an  unsecured  creditor. 

Nowhere  in  the  Act  do  I  find  any  power  conferred  upon 
the  Court  in  the  winding-up  to  call  upon  any  one  who  does^ 
not  claim  to  rank  as  a  creditor  and  to  be  entered  upon  the- 
dividend  sheet,  to  submit  his  right  or  title  to  any  security  he 
claims  to  have  upon  the  property  of  the  company  to  adjudi- 
cation by  the  Court,  or  anything  which  confers  upon  the 
Court  jurisdiction  to  try  the  question  of  right  in  the  windmg- 
up. 

The  course  taken  by  the  appellants  in  sending  m  their 
claims  has  led,  I  think,  to  tiie  complications  which  have 
arisen;  and  though  the  ruling  appealed  from  should  be  re- 
versed, it  is  not,  I  think,  unreasonable  that  the  appeiiants^ 
should  bear  their  own  costs  of  the  appeal.  The  costs  of  the 
liquidator  will  be  paid  out  of  the  estate. 

Proudfoot  &  Hayes,  Goderich,  solicitors  for  the  appel- 
lants the  Bank  of  Montreal. 

E.  G.  Graham,  Brampton,  solicitor  for  appellant  BlajTiey^ 

Cassels,  Cassels,  &  Brock,  solicitors  for  the  liquidator. 
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MacMahon,  J.  August  2nd,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

Re  MEDLER  and  CITY  OF  TORONTO. 

ArMration  and  Atcard — Appeal  from— Costs — Closing  of  Street — 

Railways— 55  Vict  ch.  90,  sec.  2  —  56  Vict,  ch,  48. 

Appeal  by  Medler  and  Amot  from  an  award  of  arbitrators 
and  cross-appeal  by  the  city  of  Toronto  as  to  allowance  of 
$100  damages.  Appellants  allege  that  their  lands  on  Berke- 
ley street,  Toronto,  have  been  injured  by  the  laying  of  tracks 
for  shunting  purposes,  and  by  the  closing  of  Berkeley  street 
pursuant  to  tripartite  agreement  between  the  city,  the  6ran<l 
Trunk  and  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  Companies,  and  ratified 
by  55  Vict.  ch.  90,  sec.  2. 

J.  M.  Reeve,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

J.  S.  Fullerton,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

MacMahon,  J.,  held  that  the  city  cannot  be  held  liable 
in  damages,  because  prior  to  the  tripartite  agreement  the 
Railway  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  had  granted,  Feb- 
ruary 23rd,  1892,  leave  to  the  railway  companies  to  construct 
their  lines  along  Mill,  Parliament,  and  Berkeley  streets,  and 
permitted  a  deviation  of  Berkeley  street,  and  this  leave  had 
been  ratified  by  56  Viet.  ch.  48 :  nor  does  sec.  2  of  the  former 
Act  make  the  city  liable  because  the  injury  complained  of  ift 
not  within  the  meaning,  as  a  liability  could  only  arise  where 
some  person's  lands  are  injuriously  affected,  and  here  they 
are  not,  the  injury  not  being  to  the  land  but  consisting  in 
personal  inconvenience  to  the  owners*  Caledonian  v.  Ogilvie, 
2  Macq.  229 ;  Beckett's  case,  L.  R.  3  C.  P.  at  p.  94 ;  Powell 
V.  Toronto  H.  &  B.  R.  W.  Co.,  25  A.  R.  209.  Appellants  are 
not  entitled  to  damages  by  reason  of  loss  from  filling  in  the 
lots  south  of  the  new  windmill  line,  because  thev  have  no 
title  to  the  water  lots  in  question;  they  are  not  entitled  to 
damages  for  the  closing  of  Berkeley  street  because  their 
lands  do  not  abut  thereon :  Falls  v.  Tilsonburg,  23  C.  P.  167. 
Held,  also,  that  the  arbitrator  had  no  discretion  to'  direct  the 
costs,  including  stenographer's  fees,  to  be  paid  by  the  city. 
Appeal  dismissed  with  costs  and  cross-appeal  allowed. 


August  6th^  1902. 

DIVISIONAL  COURT. 

CROSBY  V.  BALL. 

Life  Insurance  —  Disposition   of   Moneys    between    Two  Wives  loth 

Liviny — ^'Dependent*' — Judgment  ex  Aequo  et  Bono. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  Boyd,  C,  in  defen- 
dant's favour  as  to  who,  as  between  plaintiff  and  defendant. 
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vas  entitled  to  $939.  07  insurance  moneys,  payable  under  an 
endowment  certificate  issued  by  the  Supreme  Tent  of  the 
Knights  of  the  Maccabees  of  the  World.  The  plaintiff  mar- 
ried Philip  Crosby,  deceased,  in  1860.  In  1886  he  married 
the  defendant.  The  trial  Judge  found  that  defendant  did 
not  know  of  a  former  marriage,  and  held  that  the  ownership 
of  the  fund,  which  was  to  be  paid  to  the  insured's  "wife/' 
Mary  Crosby,  should  be  decided  ex  aequo  et  bono,  and  since  it 
was  perfectly  manifest  from  the  evidence  that  the  deceased 
never  intended  the  money  to  go  to  the  plaintiff,  he  gave  judg- 
ment in  defendants  favour. 

The  appeal  was  heard  by  Falcqnbridge,  C.J.,  Street, 
J.,  Britton,  J. 

W.  M.  Douglas,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

A.  Weir,  Samia,  for  defendant. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. : — There  is  no  question,  on  the  evi- 
dence, but  that  the  insurance  was  effected  for  the  defendant, 
Mary  Ball.  She  is  the  person  designated  as  beneficiar}',  al- 
though she  may,  strictly  speaking,  be  misdescribed  as  wife; 
and  the  only  point  for  decision  by  us  is  whether  she  can  bi* 
a  legal  beneficiary  under  the  rules  of  the  association.  By 
sec.  174  of  the  Eevised  Laws  of  the  K.  0.  T.  Maccabeeg,  edi- 
tion of  1899,  it  is  provided :  "  No  life  benefit  certificate  shall 
be  made  payable  to  any  person  other  than  the  wife,  hu6l)and. 
children,  dependent,  mother,  father,  sister,  brother,  aunt, 
uncle,  nephew,  niece,  cousin,  step-child,  step-parent,  half- 
sister,  or,  half-brother  of  the  member  .  .  ."  The  defen- 
dant claims  as  dependent,  and  it  was  argued  to  us,  on  the 
part  of  plaintiff*,  that  the  dependent  in  the  section  should  be 
a  person  related  by  blood  or  affinity  to  the  member.  I  am  of 
the  opinion  that  there  is  no  room  for  the  application  of  any 
doctrine  of  ejusdem  generis  or  noscitur  a  sociis.  ...  It 
is  perfectly  manifest  that  it  was  intended  that  a  dependent, 
that  is,  one  who  is  sustained  by  the  member  or  who  relies  on 
the  member  for  support  or  maintenance,  ranks  next  after 
wife,  husband,  and  children,  apart  from  any  question  of  legal 
relationship. 

She  is  entitled  to  the  fund  in  Court.  The  position  of  a 
*' dependent  ^*  has  been  considered  in  the  following  cases: 
Main  Colliery  .Co.  v.  Davies,  [1900]  A.  C.  358;  McCarthy 
V.  Xew  England  Order  of  Protection  (1891),  153  Mass.  p. 
314 ;  and  the  unreported,  but  well  considered,  portion  of  the 
judgment  of  Meredith,  J.,  in  Styles  v.  Supreme  Council 
Eoyal  Arcanum  (1897),  29  0.  R.,  referred  to  in  the  note  on 
page  40. 
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Street,  J.— Under  the  rule  174  of  the  Order  under 
which  the  policy  was  granted  a  policy  may  be  made  payable 
to  a  wife  or  a  dependent ;  it  might  have  been  made  payable  in 
the  first  place  to  the  defendant  as  a  dependent  had  the  facts 
been  known.  The  person  being  ascertained,  and  she  being. 
a  person  who  might  take  under  the  rule  referred  to,  I  can  see 
no  sound  reason  why  she  could  not  take  in  the  character  of 
dependent  although  she  cannot  do  so  in  the  character  of  wife. 

The  appeal  ^ould,  therefore,  in  my  judgmeiit,  be  dis- 
missed with  costs,  and  the  money  in  Court  should  be  ordered: 
to  be  paid  out  to  the  defendant. 

Britton,  J.,  concurred. 

Lount,  J.  August  13th,  1905^. 

N  TRIAL. 

EYAN  V.  CATHOLIC  ORDER  OP  FORESTERS. 

Life  iMurance— Mutual  Benefit  Society— Contract  UJ)errim<B  Fidei— 
Untrue  Representations   in  Application — Agency. 

Action  by  the  mother  of  James  Ryan,  deceased,  to  recover 
$1,000.  A  certificate  was  never  issued.  The  application  of 
deceased  for  membership  in  St.  Leo  Court,  Toronto,  was 
dated  October  20,  1899,  and  by  it  he  agreed  that  any  untrue 
or  fraudulent  representations  made  in  it  or  any  concealment 
of  facts  "  shall  forfeit  the  rights  of  myself  and  my  family  to 
all  benefits  and  privileges,^^  etc.  The  approval  of  the  High 
Medical  Examiner  to  the  application  was  given  November 
4, 1899,  and,  as  required  by  the  rules,  the  applicant  was  noti- 
fied to  attend  a  regular  meeting  for  initiation  within  thirty 
days.  He  did  not  attend  within  that  time,  but  was  initiated 
at  a  meeting  on  December  6, 1899,  by  the  oflScers  of  the  court 
who  did  not  know  that  the  thirty  days  had  expired.  The 
recording  secretary  forwarded  applicant's  roster  to  the  high 
secretary  at  the  head  oflSce  in  Chicago,  U.S.,  and  he  replied 
December  21,  1899,  that  as  the  time  that  had  elapsed  between 
the  time  limit  and  initiation  was  so  short — ^two  days — ^he 
would  accept  a  medical  certificate  of  health  if  filed  within 
ten  days.  Notice  of  this  letter  was  sent  to  appellant  by  the 
recording  secretary,  but  was  never  received  by  the  applicant, 
who  had  died  December  19. 

J.  Kyles,  for  plaintiff. 

J.  Tytler  and  C.  J.  McCabe,  for  defendants. 

Lount,  J.,  held,  that  the  action  of  the  court  in  initiating 
the  applicant  after  the  expiration  of  the  thirty  days  was  be- 
yond their  agency  and  illegal  and  contrary  to  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  order.     Subordinate  courts  are  the  agents  of  the 
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order  and  have  no  ri^ht  to  waive  any  of  its  rules :  Bacon  on 
Life  Insurance,-  2nd  ed.,  sees.  117  et  seq. ;  Hefiernan  v. 
Friends,  29  0.  R.  125 ;  Devine  v.  Templars,  22  A.  R.  2o9. 
Held,  also,  that  some  of  the  answers  in  the  application  being 
untrue,  and  the  application  being  part,  of  the  contract,  the 
plaintiff  could  not  recover :  Russell  v.  Canada  Life,  8  A.  R, 
at  p.  723.     Action  dismissed  with  costs;  thirty  days'  stay. 

J.  Kyles,  solicitor  for  nlaintiff. 

Tytler  &  McCabe,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


TRIAL. 

SOUTHAMPTON  LUMBER  CO.  v.  AUSTIN. 

Contract—Unascertained    Goods— Appropnationr-Passing    of    Pro- 

pei-iff — Acceptance  and  Part  Payment. 

Action  to  recover  balance  due  on  a  contract  for  the  supply 
of  cedar  railway-ties  and  5  to  6-inch  pole  cedar  ties  f  .o.b.  at 
Pine  Tree  harbour;  and  also  15,000  unburnt  posts  and  pave- 
ments. 

Thomas  Dixon,  Walkerton,  for  plaintiff. 

J,  H.  Rodd,  Windsor,  for  defendant. 

LouNT,  J.,  held  that  the  defendant  had  not  at  any  time 
inspected,  accepted,  or  received  the  ties,  nor  was  there  any 
selection  or  appropriation  of  them  by  him,  nor  were  they  at 
any  time  unconditionally  appropriated  to  the  contract  either 
by  plaintiffs  with  defendant's  assent  or  defendant  -with  plain- 
tiffs' assent.  The  contract  is  for  the  sale  of  unascertained 
or  future  goods  by  deficription — ^an  executory  contract — ^and 
the  rule  in  such  cases  is  that  the  property  does  not  pass  until 
goods  in  a  state  in  which  the  buyer  is  bound  to  accept  them 
are  unconditionally  appropriated  to  the  contract  either  by 
the  seller  with  the  assent  of  the  buyer  or  by  the  latter  with 
the  assent  of  the  former :  Chalmers,  4th  ed.,  p.  43 ;  Blackburn, 
2nd  ed.,  p.  128;  Heilbutt  v.  Hiskcon,  L.  R.  7  C.  P.  at  p.  449; 
Wilson  V.  Shaver,  3  0.  L.  R.  at  pp.  114-5.  The  property  in 
the  ties  never  passed.  The  plaintiffs  were  always  in  pos- 
session. As  to  the  claim  for  the  posts,  however,  the  plain- 
tiffs should  recover.  After  the  posts  had  been  got  out  the 
defendant  requested  the  plaintiffs  to  peel  them,  and  agreed  to 
pay  one  cent  per  post.  The  plaintiffs  peeled  10,000,  and  de- 
fendant paid  $200  on  account,  and  on  these  facts  there  was  a 
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plain  acceptance  and  waiver  of  inspection :  Wilson  v.  Shaver, 
supra ;  Leggo  v.  Welland  Vale  Co.,  4  0.  L.  B.  46. 

Judgment  for  plaintiffs  for  $700  with  costs. 
Counterclaim  disallowed.    Thirty  days*  stay. 
Thomas  Dixoii,  Walkerton,  solicitor  for  plaintiffs. 
Fleming,  Wigle,  &  Bodd,  Windsor,   solicitors  for   de- 
fendant. 

LouNT,  J.  August  13th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

SMITH  V.  WADE. 

Landlord  and  Tenant— Ejectment— Assignee  for  Benefit  of  Creditors 

— Contract  by  Telegram — Mistake. 

On  July  9,  1900,  the  plaiiitiff  demised  to  Marion  Wat- 
kins,  wife  of  Frederick  Watkins,  certain  premises  in  Hamil- 
ton, the  lease  conjbaining  a  forfeiture  clause  in  the  event  of 
assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors.  On  December  26, 
1901,  Marion  Watkins  made  an  assignment  for  benefit  of 
creditors  to  the  defendant  Wade.  At  a  meeting  of  creditors, 
while  an  offer  of  the  T.  H.  Pratt  Company,  Limited,  was  be- 
ing considered,  Frederick  Watkins  telegraphed  the  plaintiff, 
"  If  creditors  accept  my  offer  for  stock,  can  I  promise  that 
lease  will  be  as  if  no  assignment  had  been  made,  and  that 
you  will  not  exact  penalty  clause?'^ 

*'  My  offer "  referred  to  the  offer  of  the  Pratt  Company, 
but  the  plaintiff  was  not  specifically  informed  of  this,  and 
he  accepted  the  offer.  Pratt  &  Company  took  over  the  busi- 
ness and  the  lease.  Plaintiff,  then,  brought  action  against 
Wade,  the  assignee  for  benefit  of  creditors,  and  Pratt  &  Com- 
pany for  ejectment. 

G.  F.  Shepley,  KC,  and  C.  W.  Bell,  Hamilton,  for 
plaintiff. . 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  defendants  Pratt  &  Company. 
lyArcy  Tate,  Hamilton,  for  defendant  Wade. 

IiOUNT,  J.,  held  that  lessees  (Pratt  &  Co.)  could  stand  in 
no  better  position  than  the  assignor.  The  plaintiff  has  a 
right  as  landlord  to  enforce  the  forfeiture  of  the  lease,  and 
defendants  have  made  out  no  case  to  justify  the  intervention 
of  the  Court  to  grant  relief  against  the  forfeiture:  Barrow 
v.  Isaacs,  1  Q.  B.  D.  417;  Eastern  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Dent,  1 
Q.  B.  D.  835. 

Judgment,  accordingly,  for  the  plaintiffs  with  costs.  Be- 
ference  as  to  mesne  profits  and  damages. 

Bell  &  Pringle,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  the  plaintiff. 

Carscallen  &  Cahill,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  the  defen- 
dant Wade. 


350 

LouNT,  J.  August  13th,  1902, 

TRIAL. 

GOULET  V.  GREENING. 
Bankruptcp  and  Inwlvencit — Fraud — Power  of  Attorney, 

Action  brought  by  plaintiff,  a  creditor  of  one  Richmond^ 
to  have  it  declared  that  certain  payments  to  defendants 
Greening  &  Co.  of  moneys  received  by  Richmond  from  in- 
surance companies  in  payment  of  policies  covering  his  stock 
of  goods  destroyed  by  fire  in  Portage  la  Prairie,  Manitoba, 
were  in  fraud  of  creditors  and  unjust  preferences. 

0.  Lvnch-Staunton,  K.C.,  and  R.  R.  Bruce,  Hamilton, 
for  plaintiff. 

G.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  and  S.  C.  Smoke,  for  defendant? 
Greening  &  Co.  and  Garland. 

W.  D.  McPherson,  for  defendant  Matchett. 

LouNT,  J.,  held,  that  the  moneys  in  question  were  paid 
by  defendant  Matchett,  who  held  a  power  of  attorney  Trom 
Richmond  when  the  latter  went  to  Scotland,  in  the  ordinary 
way  of  trade  and  business  and  without  collusion  or  fraud  or 
intent  to  defeat  or  delay  Richmond's  creditors,  and  upon 
these  and  other  findings,  following  Molsons  Bank  v.  Halter. 
18  S.  C.  R.  88,  Stephens  v.  McArthur,  19  S.  C.  R.  446, 
Davidson  v.  Fraser,  28  S.  C.  R.  272,  the  action  is  dismissed 
*  with  costs.     Thirty  days'  stay. 

Bruce,  Burton,  &  Bruce,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Watson,  Smoke,  &  Smith,  solicitors  for  defendants  Green- 
ing &  Co.  and  Garland. 

T.  C.  Haslett,  Hamilton,  solicitor  for  defendant  Matchett. 


LouNT,  J.  August  13th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

ANDERSON  v.  ELGIE. 
Dofcer — AsHignmetit  of — Fraud  of  Mortgagor^Mistake^Suhrogation 

— Merger. 

Action  for  dower  in  the  e^st  half  of  lot  27  in  the  5th 
concession  of  the  township  of  Luther,  the  plaintiff  re- 
lying on  a  deed  dated  30th  September,  1881,  in  which 
Sarah  Morrison,  wife  of  John  Morrison,  granted  to  the  plain- 
tiff all  her  dower  rights  which  she  might  have  in  the  above 
premises  if  she  survived  her  husband.  The  deed  to  the  plain- 
tiff was  registered  subsequent  to  the  registration  of  a  mort- 
gage from  Morrison  to  the  Agricultural  Loan  and  Savingi^ 
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Company,  in  which  Sarah  Morrison  did  not  join  to  bar  dower. 
J.  Bicknell,  K.C.,  for  the  plaintiff. 

R.  A.  Bayly,  London,  for  the  defendant. 

LouNT,  J.,  held  that  the  plaintiff  does  not  lose  any  righta 
or  title  acquired  by  his  deed  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the 
mortgagees  were  deceived  by  the  mortgagor's  declaration  to 
them  that  he  was  a  widower.  It  was  not  a  case  of  mistake  on 
the  part  of  the  Agricultural  Loan  and  Savings  Company,  and 
the  facts  do  not  come  under  the  principle  and  reasoning 
in  Brown  v.  McLean,  18  0.  R.  533,  and  therefore  the  doctrine 
of  subrogation  cannot  apply,  and  the  doctrine  of  merger  does 
not  apply :  Armour  on  Real  Property,  p.  235. 

Morrison  died  on  the  19th  February,  1901;  his  widow 
Sarah  Morrison  is  now  living.  The  defendant  has  refused 
the  plaintiff's  demand  that  dower  be  set  apart. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff.  Reference  directed  to  ascer- 
tain and  settle  dower,  arrears  of  dower,  and  damages  for  de- 
tention of  dower.  Costs  to  the  plaintiff;  further  directions 
and  costs  reserved.     Thirty  days'  stay. 


LoUNT,  J.  August  13th,  190?. 

TRIAL. 

HAIGHT  V.  DANGERFIELD. 

lifillr^onHructUm  of— Executors — Mortgage — Covenant  for  Payment 

—PossesHon, 

Action  brought  by  the  executors  of  Samuel  Haight,  de- 
•ceased,  against  Arthur  Eugene  and  Richard  Dangerfield  for 
:MSL\e  and  payment  of  the  balance  due  on  a  certain  mortgage, 
and  for  judgment  against  the  mortgagors  on  their  covenant, 
and  for  immediate  possession,  and  for  construction  of  the 
^ill  of  James  Dangerfield,  deceased,  father  of  the  mortga- 
gors. 

J.  V.  Teetzel,  K.C.,  and  G.  C.  Thomson,  Hamilton,  for 
plaintiffs. 

W.  H.  Barnum,  Button,  for  the  adult  defendants. 

John  Hoskin,  K.C.,  for  the  infant  defendants. 

LouNT,  J.,  held,  that  the  adult  and  infant  defendants 
were  improperly  made  parties.  Action  against  them  dis^ 
missed  with  costs.  Costs  of  the  infant  defendants  fixed  at 
^25.  Question  of  title  need  not  be  considered  at  this 
stage,  because  a  complete  change  through  death  might  take 
place  before  the  parties  came  before  the  Master.  The  plain- 
tiffs, however,  are  entitled  to  judgment  for  immediate  poa- 
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session  of  the  mortgaged  premises^  and  to  a  reference  to  the 
local  Master  at  Hamilton  to  take  the  accounts^  and  the 
plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  judgment  against  the  mortgagors 
for  the  amount  found  to  be  due  on  the  account,  with  costs  to 
be  added  to  the  mortgage  account.  Further  directions  and 
costs  reserved.    Thirty  days'  stay. 

Teetzel,   Harrison,   &   Lewis,   Hamilton,   solicitors  for 
plaintiff. 

W.  H.  Bamum,  Button,  solicitor  for  defendants. 


LouNT,  J.  August  13th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

WASON  V.  DOUGLAS. 
Tresfioss— Boundaries— Injunction, 

Action  for  damages  for  trespass  and  for  injunction  re- 
straining defendant  from  further  trespassing  on  plaintiffs 
land,  part  of  lot  12  in  the  1st  concession  of  the  township  of 
Dummer  in  the  county  of  Peterborough.  Both  plaintiff  and 
defendant  derive  title  from  a  common  grantor,  their  respec- 
tive paper  titles  being  undisputed.  The  main  question  is  as 
to  the  true  boundary  line  between  the  land  of  each  party. 

G.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  and  G.  Edmison,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

E.  B.  Edwards,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

LouNT,  J.,  held,  that  the  middle  of  the  creek  or  stream 
called  the  Blind  Creek  is  the  true  and  correct  southerly  limit 
or  boimdary  of  the  plaintiff's  land,  and  that  such  limit  runs 
along  the  middle  of  the  most  southerly  of  the  said  channels 
at  high  water  mark. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  $5  and  costs.  Thirty 
days^  stay. 

Edmison  &  Dixon,  Peterborough,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 
E.  B.  Edwards,  Peterborough,  solicitor  for  defendant. 


LouNT,  J.  August  15th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

McAVITY  v.  MORRISON. 

Patent  for  Invention—Trade  Mark— Contract  for  Right  to — Breack 

of — Counterclaim — Injunction. 

Motix>n  by  plaintiffs  to  strike  out  matters  pleaded  by  way 
of  defence  and  set  up  by  counterclaim.  Action  for  damages 
and  injunction  restraining  defendants  from  advertising  and 
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representing  that  they  are  the  authorized  representatives  of 
the  plaintiffs  the  Hancock  Inspirator  Co.  for  the  sale  or 
manufacture  of  locomotive  inspirators  in  the  Dominion  of 
Canada.  The  plaintiffs  McAvity  claim  under  an  agreement 
made  in  1901  with  the  plaintiff  company  to  have  the  exclusive 
right  of  manufacture,  etc.,  for  the  Dominion.  The  defen- 
dants set  up  an  agreement  made  in  1886  with  the  company 
and  one  Morrison,  and  assigned  to  them,  giving  them  the 
right  to  so  manufacture  and  sell,  and  counterclaim  for  its 
breach  and  to  have  the  plaintiffs'  patent  and  trade  marks  de- 
clared invalid. 

D.  L.  McCarthy,  for  plaintiffs. 

G.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

LouNT,  J.,  held,  that  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  pleadings 
in  question  do  riot  disclose  a  reasonable  ground  of  defence,  or 
that  the  counterclaim  is  frivolous  or  vexatious. 

Bank  of  Hamilton  v.  George,  16  P.  E.  418,  approved. 
Costs  in  the  action  to  defendants. 
(Affirmed  by  a  Divisional  Court,  8th  Sept.) 

LouNT,  J.  August  15th,  1902. 

weekly  court. 

Re  LETHBRIDGE. 
infatit^En  Ventre  sa  M^re—,  Insurance  —  Period  of  Distrihution -- 

Trustee  Relief  Act, 

Motion  by  trustees  under  the  Trustee  Relief  Act  for  an 
order  determining  whether  an  infant  en  ventre  sa  iniere  at  the 
death  of  her  father  is  entitled  to  share  in  certain  nioneys, 
proceeds  of  policies  of  life  insurance  Under  the  policy  the 
molieys  were  payable  "  to  his  widow,  A.  Lethbridge,  and  his 
children  in  equal  shares.^'  The  insured  died  April  22,  1897, 
and  the  infant  was  bom  on  August  7, 1897,  and  is  now  living. 

J.  S.  Robertson,  St.  Thomas,  for  the  trustees. 

P.  P.  Betts,  London,  for  infant. 

LouNT,  J.,  held  that  the  infant  is  entitled  to  share  in  the 
proceeds  of  the  policy  :  Jarman,  5th  ed.,  p.  1041.  Pain  v. 
Miller,  6  Ves.  Jr.  349,  Whitehead  v.  St.  Johns,  10  Ves.  Jr. 
152,  Re  Knapp,  1  Ch.  D.  91,  do  not  support  the  proposition 
that  the  period  of  distribution  of  the  moneys  arose  at  the 
time'  of  the  vesting,  which  was  at  the  death  of  the  father, 
and,  therefore,  that  the  infant  not  being  "  in  esse  '^  could  not 
take.  In  those  cases  the  period  of  distribution  is  fixed;  in 
this  case  it  is  not  fixed.     Costs  out  of  estate. 
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LouNT,  J.  August  15th,  1902. 

weekly  court. 

Re  WICKETT. 
Solicitor— Co8t8--€on9olidaUon  of  Actions. 

« 

Appeal  by  the  client  from  the  certificate  of  the  taxing 
officer  at  St.  Thomas  allowing  costs  of  two  actions  upon  a 
taxation  between  solicitor  and  client.  The  appellant  con* 
tendwl  that  the  solicitor  should  have  consolidated  her  two 
actions  into  one,  alleging  that  both  actions  rested  on  the  same 
transactions. 

F.  A.  Anglin,  K.C.,  for  appellant. 

Shirley  Denison,  for  respondent. 

LouNT,  J.,  held,  that  the  officer  was  right:  see  Niagara 
Grape  Co.  v.  Xellis,  13  P.  R.  181,  258,  per  Osier,  J.A.,  and 
Street,  J.  The  questions  in  the  two  actions  were  not  all  sub- 
stantiaHy  the  same.  The  fact  that  the  cases  were  tried  together 
does  not  advance  this.  Thfc  nature  of  the  actions  must  be 
considered,  the  facts. before  the  solicitor,  the  pleadings  in 
both  actions,  and  the  evidence  in  preparing  for  trial,  to  de- 
termine the  solicitor's  course.  A  change  of  solicitors  took 
place  after  issue  of  writs,  but  before  appearance,  but  neither 
at  this  stage  nor  any  stage  before  trial  would  the  solicitor 
have  been  justified  in  moving  to  consolidate,  nor  would  it 
have  been  ordered,  and  consolidation  is  a  matter  of  discre- 
tion, and  made  as  a  favour  to  and  for  the  benefit  of  defen- 
dants. The  solicitor  acted  with  reasonable  judgment  and 
discretion  in  not  moving  to  consolidate,  and  should  not  bo 
deprived  of  his  costs.  See  Smith  v.  Harwood,  17  P.  R.  36. 
Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Murphy,  Sale,  &  O'Connor,  Windsor,  solicitors  for 
appellant. 

McLean  &  Cameron,  St.  Thomas,  solicitors  for  re- 
spondent. 


LouNT,  J.  August  15th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

BAXTER  V.  JONES. 
i^ontract^'Negligent  Performance— Firt  Insurance— Compromise. 

Action  for  damages  sustained  by  plaintiffs  through  the 
negligence  of  defendant,  who  promised  and  undertook  with 
plaintiffs,  that  if  certain  insurances  against  loss  by  fire  were 
effected  through  him  he  would  see  after  the  insurance  and 
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the  correctness  of  the  policies,  and  give  all  the  necessary 
notices  of  any  changes  that  might  be  made.  Subsequently 
the  plaintiffs  made  changes  through  defendant,  and  placed 
^500  of  further  insurance  through  defendant,  who  neglected 
to  notify  the  companies  of  the  additional  risk,  and  after  a 
fire  the  companies  adjusted,  and  plaintiffs  compromised  with 
them  for  $1,000. 

W.  R.  Riddell,  K.C.,  and  L.  F.  Stephens,  Hamilton,  for 
plaintiffs. 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  and  S.  F.  Washington,  K.C.,  for 
defendant. 

LouNT,  J.,  held,  that  the  defendant  had  approved  of  the 
compromise;  and  that  having  undertaken  the  duty  of  giving 
notice,  etc.,  and  proceeded  with  it,  he  was  liable  for  mis- 
feasance: Cass  V.  Barnard,  2  Raym.  910,  referred  to  in  1 
Sm.  L.  C.  182 ;  Stratton  v.  London,  etc.,  R.  W.  Co.,  L.  R.  2  C. 
P.  631,  per  Wills,  J. ;  Addison  on  Contracts,  9th  ed.,  p.  789. 
Judgment  for  plaintiffs  for  $1,000  and  costs. 

Lees,  Hobson,  &  Stephens,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  the 
plaintiffs. 

Washington  &  Beasley,  Hamilton,  solicitors  for  the  de- 
fendant. 


Falconbridge,  C.J.  August  18th,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

JAMIESOX  V.  MACKENZIE,  MANN,  &  CO. 

Jnfunction^Practice  as  to  Interlocutory  Injunctions— Completion  of 
Elevator — Delivery  of  Possession — Rights  of  Parties. 

Motion  to  continue  an  injunction  granted  August  5,  1902. 
The  plaintiff  is  an  elevator  engineer  and  contractor,  and  en- 
tered into  a  contract  with  the  defendants  to  build  an  elevator 
at  Port  Arthur,  Ont.  This  contract,  the  plaintiff  alleges, 
ivas  not  the  real  agreement  between  the  parties,  but  was  en- 
tered into  under  protest.  The  plaintiff,  however,  has  com- 
pleted the  elevator  with  the  exception  of  a  few  details,  and 
the  injunction  was  obtained  to  restrain  the  defendants  from 
interfering  with  the  elevator  building  in  any  way,  or  the 
plaintiff  or  his  servant  until  August  13,  1902.  The  plaintiff 
contends  that  the  defendants  have  no  right  to  interfere  until 
it  is  shewn  by  an  inspection  of  the  building  that  it  fulfils  the 
plans  and  specifications. 

Wallace  Nesbitt,  K.C.,  and  C.  A.  Moss,  for  plaintiff. 

A.  W.  Anglin,  for  defendants. 
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Falconbridge,  C.J.,  held,  that  this  was  not  a,  case  for 
an  interlocutory  injunction.  The  elevator  is  the  property 
of  the  defendants,  a\id  they  have  acted  bona  fide  in  endeavoiir- 
ing  to  do  what  they  consider  to  be  necessary  for  the  protec- 
tion and  preservation  of  their  property.  He  referred  to 
Smith  V.  Peters,  L.  R.  20  Eq.,  per  Jessel,  M.R.,  at  p.  513,  as 
to  practice  with  regard  to  interlocutory  injunctions,  and 
Finlay  v.  Chimey,  20  Q.  B.  D.  at  p.  498. 

Injunction  dissolved.  Costs  in  the  cause  unless  trial 
Judge  otherwise  orders. 

F.  H.  Keefer,  Port  Arthur,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 
Blake,  Lash,  &  Cassels,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


Falconbridge,  C.J.  August  19th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

THOMPSON  V.  TOWNSHIP  OF  YARMOUTH. 
Contract — Quasi-contract  —  Municipality^Non'repair  —  Indictment 

Action  by  plaintiff  on  behalf  of  himself  and  other  rate- 
payers. The  plaintiff  alleges  a  contract  or  quasi-contract 
between  himself  and  other  ratepayers  and  the  defendantSr 
made  on  or  about  January  16,  1892,  by  which  the  defendant 
corporation  agreed  to  maintain  and  repair  Hughes  street 
bridge,  to  be  used  as  an  egress  to  and  exit  from  St.  Thomas. 
The  plaintiff  seeks  specific  performance  of  the  contract,  and  a 
declaration  that  the  defendant  corporation  is  liable  to  main- 
tain and  repair  the  approaches  to  Hughes  street  bridge,  and  a 
mandamus  compelling  the  defendant  corporation  to  repair 
and- maintain  same,  or  in  the  alternative  the  plaintiff  claims 
tlie  return  of  certain  moneys  which  he  paid  to  the  defendants 
towards  a  fund  to  purchase  an  approach  to  the  bridge 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  plaintiff. 

J.  M.  Glenn,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

« 

'  Falconbridge,  C.J.,  held,  that  the  plaintiff  cannot 
maintain  this  action,  because  individually  he  has  no  interest 
in  the  matter  except  as  a  ratepayer  of  the  township.  An  in- 
dictment is  probably  the  appropriate  remedy.  Held,  further, 
that  the  defendant  corporation  cannot  lawfully  enter  into  the 
contract  alleged  by  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  representations 
which  the  plaintiff  claims  were  made  to  him,  and  the  conver- 
sations in  1891  with  the  then  reeve  and  deputy  reeve  were 
not  of  such  a  character  as  to  bind  the  defendant  corporation. 
Action  dismissed  with  costs.     Thirty  days'  stay. 

McCrimmon  &  Wilson,  St.  Thomas,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

W.  L.  Wickett,  St.  Thomas,  solicitor  for  defendants. 
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Falconbridge,  C.J.  August  21st,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

HOLDENT  V.  TOWNSHIP  OF  YABMOUTH. 

Raihoay^Negligence  of  Servants— Crossing-^Non-repair  of  Road — 
Municipal  Corporation— Damages — Loss  of  Consortium. 

Action  tried  at  St.  Thomas  brought  by  the  plaintiff  for 
$8,000  damages  for  injuries  received  by  him  and  his  wife, 
while  driving  across  the  Michigan  Central  Eailway  tracks  on 
Talbot  street,  near  St.  Thomas.  Plaintiff  alleges  that  acci- 
dent was  caused  by  the  non-repair  of  the  township  road  and 
the  negligence  of  the  servants  of  the  railway  company. 

W.  B.  Bidden,  K.  C,  and  C.  P.  Maxwell,  St.  Thomas,  for 
plaintiffs. 

J.  M.  Glenn,  K.C.,  and  W.  L.  Wickett,  St.  Thomas,  for 
defendant  Township. 

D.  W.  Saunders  and  E.  C.  Cattanach,  for  defendants  the 
Michigan  Central  Eailway  Company. 

An^s  MacMurchy,  for  defendants  the  Canadian  Pacific 
Bailway  Company. 

Falconbridge,  C.J.,  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  damages.  The  accident  was  due  to  some  sudden  noise  of 
the  railway  cars  as  the  plaintiff  crossed  the  tracks  which 
startled  the  horse,  and  to  the  absence  of  a  necessarv  railing 
at  that  point  on  the  highway.  Toms  v.  Whitby,  35  XJ.  C.  K 
195,  Sherwood  v.  Hamilton,  37  U.  C.  R  410,  approved  of  in 
Foley  V.  East  Flamborough,  26  A.  B.  43,  Bell  Telephone  Co. 
V.  Chatham,  31  S.  C.  B.  61,  referred  to,  Damages  to  male 
plaintiff  $50  for  his  own  injury,  $350  for  loss  of  consortium 
and  service,  to  female  plaintiff,  $1,200.  Judgment  accord- 
ingly with  costs.    Thirty  days'  stay. 

Maxwell  &  Maxwell,  St.  Thomas,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

W.  L.  Wickett,  St.  Thomas,  solicitor  for  defendant  town- 
ship. 

Kingsmill,  Hellmuth,  Saunders,  &  Torrance,  solicitors 
for  Michigan  Central  B.  W.  Co. 

MacMurchy,  Denison,  &  Henderson,  solicitors  for  Cana- 
dian'Pacific  B.  W.  Co. 
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Falconbrtdge,  C.J.  August  21st,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

SCOTT  V.  BARRON. 
Private   Way— BuildinQ— Mandatory   Injunction. 

Action  tried  at  Sandwich  brought  by  the  plaintiff  for  an 
injunction  restraining  defendants  from  further  proceeding 
with  the  erection  of  a  building  on  a  strip  of  land  used  as  a 
liighway,  which  the  plaintiff  claims  as  belonging  to  him. 
Plaintiff  also  seeks  a  mandatory  order  directing  defendants 
to  remove  the  building  and  all  other  obstructions  placed  on 
the  land  in  question. 

J.  H.  Kodd,  Windsor,  for  plaintiff. 

D.  R.  Davis  and  F.  Davis,  Amherstburg,  for  defendants. 

Falconbridge,  C.J.,  held,  that  the  evidence  does  not 
establish  that  the  strip  of  land  in  question  is  a  public  high- 
way, and.  moreover,  the  structure  is  no  obstruction  to  the 
free  passage  of  traffic  along  the  said  strip,  since  it  is  con- 
structed over  a  depression  which  forms  no  part  of  the  travel- 
led road.  The  deed  by  the  predecessors  in  title  to  the  plain- 
tiff, dated  December  5th,  1873,  granted  the  said  strip  "to  be 
used  as  a  carriage  way  by  all  the  parties  hereto  forever.*' 

Action  dismissed  without  costs.  Judgment  for  defend- 
ants for  $25  damages  by  reason  of  injunction.  Thirty  days' 
fitay. 

Fleming,  Wigle,  &  Rodd,  Windsor,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 

Davis  V.  Davis,  Amherstburg,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


Ferguson,  J.  August  22nd,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

LAW  SOCIETY  OF  UPPER  CANADA  v.  HUTCHISON. 
Bankruptcy   and  Insolvency—Assignee — Further   Directions. 

Motion  for  further  directions.  Judgment  for  the  plain- 
tiffs in  the  original  action  against  the  defendants  Rowsell  & 
Hutchison  for  $4,287.90.  Plaintiff  by  original  action  granted 
subsequent  costs. 

Hamilton  Cassels,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 
George  BellJ  for  defendant  Clarkson. 
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Ferguson,  J.  August  22nd,  1902^ 

TRIAL. 

LAWBENCE  v.  TOWN  OP  OWEN  SOUND. 

Water  and  Watercourses  —  Municipal  Corporation  —  Acting  icithout 

By-law. 

Action  tried  at  Owen  Sound,  brought  by  the  plaintiflE,  a 
market-gardener  living  in  Owen  Sound,  to  recover  damages 
for  injury  to  his  lands  caused  by  water  flowing  through  a 
cutting  constructed  by  the  defendants  without  the  authority 
of  a  by-law. 

W.  S.  Middlebro,  Owen  Sound,  for  plaintiff. 

G.  P.  Shepley,  K.C.,  and  J.  W.  Prost,  Owen  Sound,  for- 
defendants.  ^ 

Ferguson,  J.,  held,  that  the  defendant  corporation  are 
liable  for  damages.  Reference  to  ascertain  the  amount  there- 
of.   Judgment  accordingly  with  costs. 

W.  S.  Middlebro,  Owen  Sound,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

J.  W.  Frost,  Owen  Sound,  solicitor  for  defendant  cor-^ 
poration. 


Ferguson,  J.  August  22nd,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

Mcdonald  v.  hennessy. 

Fraudulent  Conveyances  —  Qood  Consideration  —  Administrator  ad 

Litem. 

Action  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to  set  aside  certain  con- 
veyances made  by  the  defendant  to  his  wife  as  fraudulent 
and  void  and  intended  to  defeat,  hinder,  and  delay  creditors. 
The  plaintiff,  in  July,  1901,  recovered  a  judgment  against 
defendant  for  $rl,074.83,  for  money  lent  in  1896.  In  Sep- 
temfcer,  1892,  October,  1892,  and  April,  1893,  the  defendant 
purchased  land  and  conveyed  to  his  wife  voluntarily  without 
valuable  consideration.  His  wife  died  in  March,  1900,  and 
the  defendant  has  been  appointed  administrator  ad  litem  of 
her  estate.  In  January,  1892,  defendant  and  wife  made  a 
voluntary  conveyance  of  all  their  lands  to  defendant  A.  L. 
Cameron,  the  defendant  Hennessy^s  daughter.  The  defen- 
dant A.  L.  Cameron,  at  defendant  Hennessy's  request, 
mortgaged  part  of  the  said  lands  for  $700,  with  which  money 
Hennessy  purchased  a  boat. 

•     A.  C.  Boyce,  Bat  Portage,  for  plaintiff. 

F.  A.  Anglin,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 
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Ferguson,  J.,  held,  that  the  evidepce  failed  to  shew  that 
at  the  time  of  the  conveyances  in  question  any  debts  were 
owing  by  the  defendant  Hennessy,  except  a  debt  fully  secured 
by  mortgage,  since  satisfied. 

Held,  also,  that  there  is  no  evidence  of  fraudulent  intent 
nor  efforts  from  which  fraudulent  intent  can  be  inferred. 
The  conveyances  to  the  defendant's  wife  cannot  be  disturbed, 
and  consequently  the  conveyance  by  her  to  her  daughter  Mrs. 
Cameron  cannot  be  upset. 

Action  dismissed  with  costs. 

Boyce  &  Draper,  Rat  Portage,  solicitors  for  plaintiff- 

Moran  &  Mackenzie,  Bat  Portage,  solicitors  for  defendant. 


Ferguson,  J.  August  22nd,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

RUTTAN  V.  BUEK. 
Assessment  and  Taxes — Sale  for  Arrears— Assessment  Act,  iSflf— 

Tax,  when  Due, 

Action  brought  by  plaintiff  to  have  it  declared  that  the 
sale  of  certain  lands  in  Port  Arthur  for  alleged  arrears  of 
taxes  for  1892, 1893,  and  1894  was  illegal  and  void.  The  by- 
law of  the  municipality  number  354  imposing  the  taxes  and 
fixing  the  rate  was  passed  October  18th,  1892.  It  was  also 
objected  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  status  to  maintain  the 
action. 

R.  C.  Clute,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff, 

F.  A.  Anglin,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

Ferguson,  J.,  referred  to  Assessment  Act  of  1892, 
latter  part  of  sec.  140  and  to  sec.  160;  and  held  that  what 
these  sections  really  mean  is  that  the  taxes  for  the  year  1892 
must  be  declared  to  have  been  due  before  they  were  imposed 
by  the  said  by-law  (354),  and  in  this  view  a  part  of  the  taxes 
for  which  these  lands  were  sold  was  in  arrear  for  three  years; 
and  again  the  legislature  by  63  Vict.  ch.  86,  validated  sales 
of  lands  for  taxes  in  Port  Arthur  prior  to  January  1,  1899 ; 
consequently  the  sale  was  a  good  sale.  Held,  also,  ttiat  in  this 
view  of  the  sale,  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  question 
raised  of  the  status  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  action  and  his  right 
to  maintain  it. 

Action  dismissed  with  costs. 

W-  A.  Leys,  Port  Arthur,,  solicitor  for  plaintiff. 

David  Mills,  Port  Arthur,  solicitor  for  defendant 
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Ferguson,  J.  August  22nd,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

DUPBAT  V.  DAlflEL. 

Lease— Fraud  in  Obtaining—Executed  on  Sunday— Lessor  Signing 

Improvidently  toithout  Independent  Advice. 

Action  to  have  a  certain  indenture  of  lease  declared  void 
for  fraud,  misrepresentation,  and  deceit,  and  because  it  was 
executed  on  Sunday,  and  improvidently,  without  independent 
advice.    At  the  trial  the  allegation  of  fraud  was  abandoned. 

J.  B.  Rankin,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

J.  A.  Walker,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

Ferguson,  J.,  held,  that  improvidence  and  want  of  in- 
dependent advice  cannot  support  the  plaintiff^s  case,  as  these 
are  only  circumstances  which  have  been  regarded  as  in  a 
special  degree  marks  of  undue  influence  and  fraud:  May  on 
Fraudulent  Conveyances,  2nd  ed.,  p.  496.  Held,  also,  that 
the  present  case  does  not  come  within  R.  S.  0.  ch.  119,  sec.  7, 
or  R.  S.  0.  ch.  246,  sec.  9 ;  that  the  lease  was  not  made  on 
Sunday,  at  the  time  of  its  actual  execution,  but  many  days 
before. 

Action  dismissed  with  oostr*      • 

•  

Lewis  &  Richardson,  Chatham,  solicitors  for  plaintiff. 
J.  A.  Walker,  Chatham,  solicitor  for  defendant. 

August  22nd,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

MASON  V.  LINDSAY. 

Replevin— Conditional  Sales  Act— Contract  of  Hiring   with   Option 

to  Purchase. 

An  appeal  from  judgment  of  Lount,  J.,  in  a  replevin 
action  tried  at  London,  November  4th,  1901,  in  respect  of  a 
piano  belonging  to  the  respondents,  which  was  in  the  pos- 
session of  one  Thody  under  an  agreement  between  him  and 
the  respondents  at  the  time  he  mortgaged  it  to  the  appellant. 
The  question  was  whether  the  respondents  were  prevented 
from  setting  up  their  title  to  the  piano  as  against  the  ap- 
pellant by  reason  of  the  Conditional  Sales  Act,  R.  S.  0.  ch. 
149.  The  respondents,  the  Mason  &  Risch  Piano  Co.,  Limited, 
Toronto,  were  the  manufacturers  of  the  piano,  and  the  words 
'*  Mason  &  Risch  *'  were  stamped  on  it. 

Joseph  Montgomery,  for  appellant. 

J.  S.  Johnston,  for  respondents. 
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The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  Fercu- 
SON,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Meredith,  C.J.: — The  respondents  were  the  manufac- 
turers of  the  piano,  and  their  corporate  name  is  The  Mason  k 
Risch  Piano  Company,  Limited,  and  their  place  of  business, 
Toronto,  and  there  was  admittedly  a  sufficient  compliance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to  which  I  have  referred  it 
stamping  of  the  words  "  Mason  &  Bisch,^*  Toronto,  was  a 
stamping  on  the  piano  of  the  name  and  address  of  the  manu* 
facturer,  bailor,  or  vendor  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  1. 

I  have  no  doubt  that  stamping  the  piano  with  the  name 
"  Mason  &  Risch  "  afforded  all  the  means  of  information  to 
intending  subsequent  purchasers  or  mortgagees  that  the  legis* 
lature  intended  to  be  placed  within  their  reach  by  the  require- 
ments of  sec.  1,  as  to  the  name  of  the  manufacturer,  bailor^ 
or  vendor,  but  unfortunately,  as  I  think,  the  legislation  does^ 
not  permit  of  the  Court  holding  that  anything  other  than 
that  which  it  has  prescribed  as  necessary  shall  be  a  compli- 
ance with  the  statute,  even  though  that  which  is  done  is  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  as  effective  for  the  end  which  the 
Legislature  intended  to  "attain  as  that  which  it  has  required 
to  be  done  to  protect  the  common  law  right  of  the  owner  of 
the  chattel-  • 

The  decided  cases  on  analogous  statutes  in  my  opinion 
compel  us  to  give  this  strict  construction  to  the  language  oi 
8€k;.  1 :  Low  v.  Routledge,  33  L.  J.  Ch.  717 ;  Penrose  v. 
Marty,  El.  B.  &  El.  499 ;  Atkin  &  Co.  v.  Wardle,  61  L.  T. 
N.  S!  23 ;  Nassau  v.  Tyler,  70  L.  T.  N.  S.  376. 

The  provisions  of  ihe  agreement  material  to  this  inquiry 
are: 

(1)  The  acknowledgment  of  the  receipt  by  Thody  from 
the  respondents  of  the  piano  and  a  stool  and  drape,  the  ^a^^^ 
of  which  is  stated  to  be  $300. 

(2)  That  they  are  received  on  hire  for  43  months  a*  ^^ 
per  month,  payable  in  advance. 

(3)  That  the  $300  is  to  be  paid  by  Thody  in  the  event 
of  the  piano  being  injured,  destroyed,  or  not  returned  to  the 
respondents  on  demand  in  good  order,  reasonable  weax  ^ 
tear  excepted. 

(4)  That  it  is  agreed  that  Thody  may  purchase  the  V^^^' 
stool,  and  drape  for  $300,  payable  in  instahnents  of  $25  P 
three  months  from  date  until  the  whole  is  paid  with  intere*  - 

(5)  But  that  until  the  whole  purchase  money  and  iti*^^!L 
he  paid  the  piano,  stool,  and  drape  shall  remain  the  propen; 
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of  the  respondents  on  hire  by  Thody,  and  shall  not  be  re- 
moved from  the  premises  at  which  they  were  then  delivered 
-without  the  written  consent  of  the  respondents. 

(6)  That  in  default  of  payment  of  any  instalment  of  the 
purchase  money  or  of  the  monthly  rental,  or  in  case  the  piano 
should  be  removed  or  any  attempt  made  or  threatened  to 
move  it  from  the  premises  mentioned  without  the  necessary 
consent  being  given,  the  respondents  might  resume  possession 
of  the  property,  the  a^eement  for  sale  being  declared  to  be 
conditional  and  punctual  payment  essential  to  it. 

(7)  That  if  possession  should  be  resumed  all  instalments 
of  rent  to  the  date  of  possession  being  taken  should  be  forth- 
with paid  by  Thody  to  the  respondents,  together  with  the 
damages  which  the  piano  might  have  sustained  beyond  ordin- 
ary wear  and  tear,  and  certain  expenses,  but  that  any  sum 
received  on  account  of  purchase  money  beyond  the  rent  due 
and  the  costs  and  expenses  should  be  returned  to  Thody. 

(8)  That  on  payment  in  full  of  the  purchase  money  and 
interest  no  rent  or  hire  was  to  be  charged  to  Thody. 

It  will  be  seen  from  this  synopsis  of  the  agreement  that 
the  contract  is  one  of  hiring  only  with  the  option  to  Thody 
of  purchasing  for  $300,  and  that  in  the  event  of  his  electing 
io  purchase  and  paying  the  purchase  money  and  interest  In 
ffull  he  is  to  be  charged  no  rent,  which  may  mean  that  he  is 
thereafter  to  be  charged  no  rent,  or,  possibly,  that  anv  pay- 
ments of  rent  which  shall  have  been  made  are  to  be  credited 
on  the  purchase  money,  and  na  further  payments  of  rent 
exacted. 

Thody  does  not  appear  to  have  elected  to  purchase,  and 
therefore  was  never  in  possession  of  the  piano  under  a  con- 
tract of  purchase,  but  always  as  the  hirer  of  it  for  the  unex-' 
pi  red  portion  of  the  fortj'-three  months  at  the  rent  men- 
tioned in  the  agreement. 

Upon  the  whole,  in  my  opinion,  the  judgment  in  favour 
of  the  respondents  is  right  and  ought  to  be  affirmed  and  tlie 
iippeal  from  it  dismissed  with  costs. 

Arnoldi  &  Johnston,  Toronto,  solicitors  for  the  respon- 
dents. 

J.  A.  Robinson,  St.  Thomas,  solicitor  for  the  appellant. 
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OsLER,  J.A.  August  22nd,  1902, 

C.  A.— CHAMBERS. 

Re  LINCOLN  PROVINCIAL  ELECTION. 

McKINNON  V.  JESSOP. 

Parliamentary  Election— Petition— Electoral  District— Description  of. 

Motion  by  the  respondent  to  set  aside  the  petition  and 
all  subsequent  proceedings  for  defect  or  irregularity.  The 
objection  was  that  there  was  no  such .  provincial  electoral 
district  as  Lincoln  and  Niagara,  and  therefore  no  such  elec- 
tion. 

W.  D.  McPherson,  for  respondent,  contended  that  the  mis- 
take was  fatal  to  the  petition. 

R.  A.  Grant,  for  the  petitioner,  while  not  admitting  this, 
moved  for  leave,  on  terms,  to  amend. 

OsLER,  J.A. : — I  can  take  judicial  notice  of  the  fact  that 
a  general  provincial  election  was  held  in  the  month  of  May 
last,  and  that  a  person  named  Elisha  Jessop  was  returned  as 
having  been  duly  elected  thereat  to  represent  the  electoral 
district  of  the  county  of  Lincoln  in  the  Legislative  Assembly 
of  the  Province:  Ontario  Gazette.  The  affidavit  of  the  re- 
spondent filed  in  support  of  the  motion  shews  that  he  is  that 
person. 

There  having  been  at  the  time  mentioned  in  the  petition 
an  election  for  the  electoral  district  of  Lincoln  at  which  the 
respondent  was  elected,  and  there  being  no  electoral  district 
of  Lincoln  and  Niagara,  I  think  the  words  "  and  Niagara  "^ 
used  in  describing  or  stating  the  place  or  electoral  district 
for  which  the  election  complained  of  was  holden,  and  the 
respondent  elected,  ought  to  be  regarded  as  being  merely  sur- 
plusage, or  at  most  a  harmless  misdescription  not  fatal  to  the 
proceedings,  even  in  the  absence  of  an  amendment. 

I  give  the  petitioner  leave  to  amend  accordingly.  I  do 
not  think  it  necessary  to  say  more  about  the  cases  of  Maude 
V.  Lowby,  L.  R.  10  C.  P.,  or  Aldridge  v.  Hurst,  1  C.  P.  D. 
410,  417,  or  Norwich  Election,  80  L.  T.  Jour.  2^3  (18iC), 
which  are  always  cited  on  applications  of  this  kind  and  in 
which  leave  to  amend  was  refused,  than  that  they  do  not  touch 
a  case  like  this.  They  merely  decide  that  an  amendment 
which  in  effect  seeks  to  make  a  new  petition  will  not  be  al- 
lowed after  the  time  for  filing  the  petition  has  expired. 

The  petitioner  takes  an  order  to  amend  by  striking  out  of 
the  proceedings  the  words  "  and  Niagara.'*  I  dismiss  the  ap« 
plication.     The  costs  will  be  costs  in  the   cause   to   the  re- 
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spondent  in  any  event,  and  over  and  above  any  other  costs 
which  he  may  ultiinately  become  entitled  to. 

Kerr,  Davidson,  Paterson,  &  Grant,  Toronto,  solicitors 
for  the  petitioner. 

Lancaster  &  Campbell,  St.  Catharines,  solicitors  for  the 

respondent.  

Ferguson,  J.  '  August  25th,  1902. 

WEEKLY    COURT. 

BANK  OP  OTTAWA  v.  McLEOD. 
Fraudulent  Conveyance— Injunction—Receiver  —  Money  in  Gu8todi6 

Legis. 

Motion  by  the  plaintiffs  for  judgment  in  an  action  to  have 
a  certain  conveyance  declared  void  as  against  them  and  for 
an  account,  injunction,  and  receiver  In  March,  1902,  tbe 
plaintiflfs  issued  execution  against  the  defendant  W.  A.  Mc- 
Leod.  McLeod  had  on  January  10th,  1901,  conveyed  his 
lands  in  Rat  Portage  to  the  defendant  Mary  McLeod.  She 
mortgaged  the  lands  for  $1,608.96  on  January  15th,  1902. 
On  May  1st,  1902,  the  defendant  W.  A.  McLeod  was  arrested 
in  Winnipeg  on  the  charge  of  unlawfully  removing  his  pro- 
perty to  defraud  creditors,  and  when  arrested  $1,808.96  was 
found  on  his  person  and  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  clerk  of 
the  peace.  The  plaintiffs  alleged  that  this  sum  consisted  of 
the  aforesaid  $1,608.96  and  the  sum  of  $200  received  by  Mc- 
Leod from  the  sale  of  certain  stock.  The  plaintiffs  desired 
to  have  it  declared  that  the  said  deed  by  the  defendant  W.  A. 
McLeod  to  the  defendant  Mary  McLeod  was  fraudulent  and 
void  as  against  them.  They  desired,  also,  to  have  an  account 
of  the  defendant  Mary  McLeod^s  dealings  with  the  land  and 
to  have  it  declared  that  the  sum  of  $1,808.96  was  the  defen- 
dant W.  A.  McLeod's  property  and  liable  to  their  claim,  and 
they  desired  an  injunction  to  previent  the  defendants  inter- 
fering with  the  said  sum  of  $1,808.96,  and  to  have  a  receiver 
appointed  as  to  the  money  found  with  McLeod  at  the  time 
of  his  arrest 

F.  A.  Anglin,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs^ 

J.  S.  Ewart,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

Ferguson,  J.,  held,  that  an  injunction  should  be  granted 
restraining  the  defendant  from  interfering  with  the  sum  of 
$1,608.96,  although  it  is  in  custodia  legis:  Lloyd  v.  Eagle,. 
28  L.  J.  Ch.  389,  and  High  on  Injunctions,  sec.  402  et  seq. 
Receiver  also  appointed  in  regard  to  $484.44,  the  amount  re- 
maining due  to  plaintiffs. 

Boyce  &  Draper,  Eat  Portage,  solicitors  for  plaintiffs. 

•  T.  R.  Ferguson,  Rat  Portai='P,  *olicitcr  for  defendant. 
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Ferguson,  J.  August  26th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

LAISHLSV  V.  <;01JLD. 

-i'ontract  —  Wrongful  Dismissal  —  Subsequent    Employment    during 
Period  Originally  Contracted  for— Damages. 

Action  brought  by  the  plaintiflf  for  wrongful  dismissaL 
Plaintiff  entered  into  a  contract  on  December  3rd,  1897, 
with  the  defendants  the  Gooid  Bicycle  Co-  of  Branford  to  act 
•a»  manager  for  three  years  at  a  salary  of  $20  per  week  and  a 
j)ercentage  on  money  sent  to  the  defendants  for  sales.  At 
the  end  of  the  second  year  of  his  service,  the  defendants  sold 
their  business  and  dismissed  the  plaintiff  through  no  fault  of 
his.  Plaintiff  sues  for  $1,140,  salary  for  one  year  and  six 
weeks,  and  for  three  per  cent,  on  collections  from  sales,  his 
total  claim  amounting  to  $2,220. 

G.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  and  S.  C.  Smoke,  for  plaintiff, 

Wallace  Xesbitt,  K.C.,  and  H.  S.  Osier,  for  defendants. 

Ferguson,  J.,  held,  tliat  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled 
to  this  amount,  had  he  not  immediately  on  being  dismissed 
obtained  appropriate  employment  in  which  during  the  said 
period  of  one  year  and  six  weeks  he  was  paid  $3,300.  This 
amount  would  in  the  ordinary  case  be  subtracted  from  the 
damages  recovered  for  wrongful  dismissal,  but  here  it  exceeds 
the  amount  of  the  damages  and  consequently  there  are  no 
clamages  coming  to  him. 

Action  dismissed  with  costs. 

Watson,  Smoke,  &  Smith,  solicitors  for  the  plaintiff. 

McCarthy,  Osier,  Hoskin,  &  Creelman,  solicitors  for  de- 
fendants. 


BoBERTSox,  J.  August  27th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

SPOO^^p:R  V.  MUTUAL    RESERVE    FUND   LIFE 

ASSOCIATION. 

Life  Innurance — Validity  of  Policy— Lien  against— Transferred  PoUcff 
— Acceptance  of  Premium  as  Evidence  of  Contract— Foreign  Com- 
panies—Liccnse  to  do  Business  in  Canada. 

Action  tried  at  St.  Catharines.  Plaintiff  is  the  widow  of 
Oeorge  Spooner  and  alleges  she  is  entitled  to  $1,000  due  on 
a  policy  payable  to  her  if  she  survived  her  husband.  He  died 
on  or  about  March  18th,  1901,  He  took  out  a  policy  with 
the  Covenant  Mutual  dated  September  9th',  1895.  This 
policy  was  transferred  by  the  Covenant  Mutual  to  the  North 
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Western  Life  of  Chicago  December  29th,  1899,  a;id  they 
transferred  it  to  defendants,  August  1st,  1900.  On  Septem- 
ber 10th,  1900,  Spooner  received  a  circular  letter  from  the 
defendant  company  stating  that  they  assumed  every  policy  or 
certificate  in  good  standing  on  September  1st,  1900,  upon  the 
legal  reserve  basis,  the  reserve  so  far  as  it  had  not  been  paid 
in  cash  to  be  a  lien  against  the  insurance.  On  September 
14th,  1900,  Spooner  paid  a  premium  to  defendants  which 
was  accepted  by  them.  On  January  14th,  1901,  the  defend- 
ants issued  Spooner  a  new  policv  in  lieu  of  the  old,  a  certi- 
ficate of  a  lien  against  it  being  given  by  him.  Defendants 
claim  that  the  North  Western  Life  had  no  license  to  do  busi- 
ness in  Canada,  that  they  issued  the  policy  dated  Jan.  14th, 
1901,  by  mistake,  thinking  it  a  North  Western  Life  Policy,, 
which  they  submit  it  was  not,  that  they  received  said  pre- 
mium by  mistake,  and  that  policy  was  obtained  by  Spooner 
and  his  wife  by  fraudulent  misrepresentations  and  without 
consideration. 

6.  F-  Shepley,  K.C.,  and  J.  C.  Rykert,  K.C.,  for  plain- 
tiff. 

G.  T.  Blackstock,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

Robertson,  J.,  held,  that  the  defendants  had  not  been 
fraudulently  dealt  with  by  the  plaintiff  and  her  husband,  and 
that  this  is  not  a  contest  between  two  companies  as  to  which 
should  pay  plaintiff  her  claim,  but  a  cas'-  of  contract  between 
plaintiff  as  beneficiary  under  the  original  policy,  or  under  the 
new  policy  dated  January  14th,  1901,  and  the  defendant  com- 
pany. 

The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover,  but  her  dealings  were 
not  altogether  fair  in  their  character,  and  consequently  she 
wiU  have  to  pay  costs.  She  is  entitled  to  $1,000  less  lien 
against  the  policy.  Reference  as  to  any  additional  loan  or 
charges. 

J.  C.  Rykert,  St.  Catharines,  solicitor  for  the  plaintiff. 

MacMurchy,  Denison,  &  Henderson,  Toronto,  solicitors 
for  the  defendants. 


Falconbridge,  C.J.  August  28th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

SAXJNBY  V.  LONDON  WATER  COMMISSIONERS. 

Water  and  Watercourses  —  Prescription  —  Mandatory  Injunction  — 

Damages, 

Action  for  injunction,  mandatory  order,  and  damages. 
Plaiutiff  is   the   owner   of    lands    bordering    on    the   river 
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Thames,  and  alleges  that  in  18?9  and  1880  the  defen- 
dants obstructed  the  flow  of  the  river  by  erecting  and 
maintaining  a  dam  and  flash-boards  in  the  river  bed 
whieli  forced  back  the  water  so  that  it  was  prevented  from 
flowing  away  from  his  land  and  remained  at  his  mill  and  in 
his  tail-race,  compelling  the  use  of  steam  instead  of  water 
power  at  times.  He  claims  damages  for  these  allied  wrongs, 
an  injunction  to  prevent  a  continuance  of  them  and  a  man- 
datory order  directing  the  removal  of  the  dam  and  flash- 
boards. 

I.  F.  Hellmuth,  K.C.,  and  C.  H.  Ivey,  London,  for 
plaintiflP. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  city  of  London- 

T.  G.  Meredith,  K.C.,  for  Water  Commissioners. 

Falconbridge,  C.J.,  held,  that  the  defendants  are  in  the 
wrong,  and  have  not  acquired  a  prescriptive  right-  Plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  damages  both  as  riparian  proprietor  and  mill- 
owner.  Judgment,  accordingly,  for  plaintiff  with  costs  and 
reference  as  to  damages,  to  be  confined  to  the  six  years  prior 
to  the  commencement  of  this  action.  Injunction  granted. 
Thirty  days'  stay. 

Hellmuth  &  Ivey,  London,  solicitors  for  the  plaintiff- 

T.  G.  Meredith,  London,  solicitor  for  the  defendants. 


Falconbridge,  C.J.  September  3rd,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

HOGG  V.  TOWNSHIP  OF  BROOKE. 

Way  —  Non-repair  —  Injury  to  Person  —  Accumulation  of  8now^ 

Responsibility  of  Township  Corporation, 

Action  for  damages  for  injuries  received  by  plaintiff  ow- 
ing to  non-repair  of  a  highway  in  the  township.    The  snow 
accumulated  on  the  highway,  and  the  plaintiflf's  sleigh  stuck 
in  the  snow,  and  in  endeavouring  to  extricate  it  the  plaintiff* 
was  injured. 

T.  G.  Meredith,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  and  J.  Cowan,  Samia,  for  defen- 
dants. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. :— at  would  be  unreasonable  to  hold 
the  defendants  liable  owing  to  the  unprecedented  fall  of  snow 
at  the  particular  season  when  the  accident  occurred,  it  being 
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practically  impossible  for  them  to.  keep  the  80  miles  of  road- 
way within  the  township  free  of  snow.  Action  dismissed 
with  costs. 

Meredith  &  Fisher,  London,  solicitors  for  plaintiflE. 
Cowan  &  Towers,  Samia,  solicitors  for  defendants. 


Winchester,  Master.  September  5th,  1902. 

MACKAY    V.     COLONIAL    INVESTMENT    AND 

LOAN  CO. 

Writ  of  Summons— Service  out  of  Jurisdiction — Foreign  Company- 
Transfer  of  Assets  in  Ontario  to  Ontario  Company — Action  to 
Set  aside. 

Motion  by  defendants  resident  in  Toronto  and  Montreal 
respectively  for  an  order  setting  aside  the  writ  of  summons, 
the  order  permitting  service  thereof  outside  of  Ontario,  and 
the  service  of  the  writ. 

The  plaintiffs  resided  in  Nova  Scotia.  The  defendants 
were :  The  Colonial  Investment  and  Loan  Company,  duly  in- 
corporated and  having  their  head  oflBce  in  Toronto,  Ontario ; 
the  Montreal  Loan  and  Investment  Company,  duly  incor- 
porated and  having  their  head  oflBce  in  the  Province  of  Que- 
bec; and  the  liquidators  of  the  Montreal  Loan  and  Invest- 
ment Company,  also  residing  in  the  Province  of  Quebec. 

The  plaintiffs  sued  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  all  other 
shareholders  in  the  Montreal  company  to  set  aside  certain 
agreements  and  resolutions  for  the  sale  and  transfer  of  the 
assets  of  the  Montreal  company  to  the  Toronto  company,  on 
the  grounds  that  the  meeting  of  shareholders  of  the  Montreal 
company  at  which  the  resolutions  were  passed  was  illegal; 
that  the  plaintiffs  had  no  notice  of  such  meeting;  that  there 
was  no  public  notice  of  the  sale  and  transfer;  and  upon  the 
ground  of  fraud. 

The  plaintiffs  also  claimed  an  account  of  the  assets  of  the 
Montreal  company  received  by  the  Toronto  company,  restitu- 
tion thereof,  and  the  appointment  of  a  receiver. 

In  the  alternative,  the  plaintiffs  claimed  a  proper  distribu- 
tion of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  assets  among  the  share- 
holders. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  the  defendants  the  Colonial 
Investment  and  Loan  Company,  and  W.  M.  Douglas,  K.C., 
for  the  other  defendants,  contended  that  the  Ontario  Courts 
had  no  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter  of  the  action  or 
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to  entertain  it  or  grant  the  relief  claimed;  that  the  action 
ought  to  have  been  brought,  if  at  all,  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec;  that  the  Toronto  defendants  were  improperly  joined 
with  their  co-defendants  with  the  object  of  giving  the  Court 
jurisdiction;  that  there  was  no  cause  of  acticm  against  the 
defendants,  and  the  issue  of  the  writ  was  an  abuse  oi  tne 
process  of  the  Court ;  that  the  Montreal  defendants  were  not 
nect^ssary  or  proper  parties  as  against  their  co-defendants;, 
that  the  subject  of  the  action  being  land  in  Quebec,  the  action 
was  improperly  brought  under  such  cases  as  Merchants  Bank 
v.  Gillespie,  10  S.  C.  K.  312;  Henderson  v.  Bank  of  Hamil- 
ton, 23  S.  C.  R.  716;  Burns  v.  Davidson,  21  0.  R.  54:7;  Pur- 
dom  v.  Pavey,  26  S.  C.  R.  412;  and  that  the  foreign  defend'- 
ants  were  improperly  served  with  process  before  service  on 
their  co-defendants. 

W.E.  Middleton,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

The  Master  in  Chambers: — In  my  opinion,  this  is  an 
entirely  different  action  from  any  of  those  referred  to.  This- 
is  not  brought  with  reference  to  real  estate  in  the  sense  that 
those  actions  were,  and  therefore  the  principles  applied  in 
those  cases  have  no  bearing  on  this  application.  1  refer  to 
Duder  v.  Amsterdamsch  Trustees  Kanton,  [1902]  2  Ch. 
132. 

With  reference  to  the  contention  that  the  Montreal  de- 
fendants are  not  necessary  or  proper  parties  to  this  action  as 
against  their  co-defendants,  1  cite  the  remarks  of  Lindley, 
L.J.,  in  Witted  v.  Galbraith,  [1893]  1  Q.  B.  577,  at  p.  579. " 

I  therefore  hold  that  the  writ  of  summons  and  order  al- 
lowing the  service  out  of  the  jurisdiction  were  properly  issued, 
and  that  the  applications  must  be  refused.  The  costs  of  the 
motion  made  by  the  Colonial  company  to  be  costs  to  plaintiffs 
in  any  event,  and  the  costs  of  the  motion  by  the  Montreal 
defendants  to  be  costs  in  the  cause  in  consequence  of  the 
irregularity  in  serving  them  with  the  writ  before  sennng  the 
Colonial  company.  I  understood  that  the  only  question  with 
reference  to  the  service  of  the  writ  on  this  ground  was  one 
of  costs. 

I  should  have  stated  that  it  appears  that  the  Montreal 
defendants  assigned  to  the  Colonial  company  securities  m 
lands  in  Ontario  to  the  value  of  $1,222.58,  and  this  is  in 
question  in  this  action  as  an  asset  of  the  Montreal  eompanv. 
and  therefore  Rule  162  {h)  may  be  invoked  by  the  plaintiffj^; 
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C.A. — CHAMBERS. 

Be  equitable  SAVINGS,  LOAN,  AND  BUILDING 

ASSOCIATION. 

Appeal— Order  und^r  Ontario  Winding-up  Act^Right  of  Appeal- 
Final  Order— Practice— Settlement  of  Appeal  Case. 

Motion  by  respondent  to  quash  appeal  from  order  of 
County  Judge  of  York  rescinding  order  previously  made  by 
him  under  sec.  41  of  the  Ontario  Joint  Stock  Companies 
Winding-up  Act,  B.  S.  0^  ch.  222,  for  the  dissolution  of  this 
company.  The  motion  to  quash  was  made  on  the  ground 
that  the  appeal  case  had  not  been  settled  in  accordance  with 
the  practice  prescribed  in  the  case  of  appeals  from  the  High 
Court,  The  papers  were  transmitted  to  the  officer  of  the 
Court  of  Appeal  and  were  printed  by  the  appellant,  and  a 
copy  thereof  with  reasons  of  appeal  was  delivered  to  the  re- 
spondent. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  respondent. 

C.  D.  Scott,  for  appellant.  ^  ' 

OsLER,  J.A.,  held  that  sec.  27  of  the  Act  at  present  con- 
tains the  code  of  procedure  in  an  appeal  of  this  nature.  No 
provision  is  made  in  the  Consolidated  Bulea  to  meet  the  case. 
The  appellant  must  proceed  with  his  appeal  according  to  law^ 
i.e.,  according  to  what  is  required  by  sec.  27.  The  practice 
hitherto,  when  the  case  has  come  before  a  single  Judge,  has 
been  to  send  up  the  original  papers  and  hear  the  appeal  upon 
them:  see  In  re  D.  A.  Jones,  19  A.  B.  63;  In  re  Haggert 
Co.,  20  A.  B.  597;  Be  Cosmopolitan  Life  Assn.,  15  P.  B.  185. 

The  order  is  a  final  one,  and  as  the  appeal  is  in  fact  set 
down  for  hearing  by  the  Court  of  Appeal,  and  not  by  a  single 
Judge,  the  point  cannot  be  disposed  of  in  this  forum.  Mo- 
tion, consequently,  dismissed.    Costs  to  the  appellant. 

O.W.R. — MO.  80 
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Falconbridge,  C.J.  September  8th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

MERCHANTS  BANK  OF  CANADA  v.  SUSSEX. 

/ 

Arre**— Cc.  8a.— Ex  Parte  Order^Motion  to  Set  aside-^'oncurmt 

Writ  of  Ca.  8a.  *  . 

Application  by  defendant  for  order  setting  aside  ex  parte 
order  for  issue  of  writ  of  ca.  sa.,  on  ground  of  non-disclosure 
of  material  facts  on  the  application  therefor,  and  for  order 
setting  aside  concurrent  writ  of  ca.  sa.,  and  the  arrest  of  de- 
fendant thereunder,  and  ordering  defendant's  discharge  from 
county  gaol  of  county  of  Lambton,  on  the  ground  that  the 
original  writ  issued  upon  such  order  to  which  the  writ  under 
which  the  arrest  was  made  was  concurrent,  had  expired,  and 
that  the  concurrent  writ  had  expired  before  the  arrest  was 
made. 

J.  E.  Jones,  for  defendant. 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  plaintiffs. 

Falconbridge,  C.J.,  held,  that  if  all  the  facts  as  to  the 
arrest  had  been  before  the  Court,  the  order  of  2l6t  August 
should  still  have  been  made,  and  that  same  should  not  be  set 
aside,  and  that,  as  defendant  is  held  under  writ  issued  pur- 
suant to  order  of  21st  August,  and  not  solely  under  concur- 
rent writ  of  16th  August,  no  order  should  be  made  on  that 
branch  of  the  motion  in  the  absence  of  the  sheriff.     No  costs. 


September  8th,  1902. 

DIVISIONAL  court. 

PEOPLE'S  BUILDING  AND  LOAN  ASSN.  v.  STANLEY. 

Ea^ecution^Motion  for  Leave  to  Appeal— Co8ts  of — High  Court^^^ 

thority  to  Issue  Execution. 

An  appeal  bv  the  defendant  from  the  order  of  MeR^^^^^ 
J.,  ante  339,  4  6.  L.  R.  247,  was  heard  by  a  Divisional  Court 
(Falconbridge,  C.J.,  Street,  J.). 

W.  H.  Bartram,  London,  for  appellant. 

D.  W.  Saunders,  for  plaintiffs. 

The  Cocrt,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  argument,  dismiss^ 
the  appeal  with  costs,  agreeing  with  the  reasons  of  the  J^^^ 
in  Chambers. 
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WiNCHESTEK,  Master.  September  9th,  1902, 

CHAMBERS. 

METALLIC  ROOFIXG  CO.  v.  LOCAL  UNION  No.  30, 

AMALGAMATED  SHEET  METAL  WOBKEBS' 

INTEBNATIONAL  ASSOCIATION. 

Partiea-'Unincorporated    Voluntary   Assodationr-Motion   to    Strike 

out  Name — Injunction — Trial. 

Motion  by  the  defendant  association  for  an  order  striking 
their  name  from  the  style  of  cause  and  dismissing  the  action 
against  them,  on  the  ground  that  they  are  not  an  incorporated 
body,  nor  are  they  registered  under  or  by  virtue  of  any  law  in 
force  in  Ontario,  but  are  a  voluntary  association  of  sheet  metal 
workers,  residing  and  working  in  Toronto. 

The  action  was  brought  in  connection  with  a  strike  of  the 
employees  of  the  plaintiff  company,  and  was  for  an  injunc- 
tion to  restrain  the  defendants  from  unlawfully  interfering 
with  the  plaintiffs'  business,  and  for  damages 

J.  G.  O^Donoghue,  for  applicants. 

W.  N.  Tilley,  for  plaintiffs. 

The  Master. — The  same  objection  was  raised  in  Massey- 
Harris  Co.  v.  Woodward,  brought  under  circumstances  similar 
to  those  in  question  herein.  In  delivering  judgment  in  that  ac- 
tion on  the  20th  March,  1900,  Mr.  Justice  Meredith  said: — "A 
great  deal  was  upon  the  argument  said  on  the  question  of  the 
legal  status  of  the  union,  but  that  is  a  matter  which  can  also 
be  better  dealt  with  at  the  trial,  where  much  more  light  can 
be  thrown  upon  the  subject.  Prima  facie  the  union  has  some 
legal  existence  ;  a  name  indicative  of  such  is  used  by  its 
members;  it  has  a  constitution  and  by-laws;  it  was  formed 
under  a  charter  of  the  Iron  Moulders^  Union  of  North 
America,  issued  under  what  seems  to  be  the  common  seal  of 
that  body,  of  which  the  union  in  question  is  apparently  a  part, 
and  has  a  full  set  of  company  oflScers.  One  naturally  thinks 
that  the  larger  body  at  all  events  must  be  incorporated  some- 
wherCj^  or  otherwise  have  some  legal  existenoe  and  capacity 
(though  not  yet  parties  to  the  action)  ;  and  it  ought  not  to 
be  difficult  to  throw  a  great  deal  of  light  upon  this  question 
at  the  trial;  very  little  seems  to  have  been  yet  afforded, 
though  it  seems  difficult  to  perceive  anything  in  the  way  of 
making  the  question  plain.^^ 
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If  I  may  be  permitted  to  state  so,  the  language  iised  by  his 
lordship  is  similar  to  that  used  by  me  while  this  motion  was 
being  argued,  and  in  ignorance  of  this  judgment,  and  I  have, 
therefore,  no  hesitation  in  adopting  his  decision. 

The  motion  will,  therefore,  be  refused.  Costs  to  the 
plaintiffs  in  the  cause. 


MacMahon,  J.  September  10th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

Re  RITZ  and  VILLAGE  OF  NEW  HAMBURG. 

Parties — Summary  Application  to  Quash  Municipal  Bp-law—CwfUer- 
mandr-Motion  to  Add  or  Substitute  New  Applicant. 

Motion  by  John  F.  Katzenmei'er  for  an  order  allowing  him 
to  be  added  as  an  applicant  upon  a  pending  summary  motion 
to  quash  by-law  number  259  of  the  village  of  New  Hamburg, 
or  substituting  him  for  Charles  Ritz,  the  original  applicant. 

On  a  petition  signed  by  more  than  two-thirds  of  the  rate- 
payers, the  council  of  the  village  was  empowered  by  2  Edw. 
VII.  ch.  52,  to  pass  a  by-law  authorizing  the  municipal  cor- 
poration of  the  village  to  grant  a  bonus  to  the  New  Hamburg 
Manufacturing  Company,  not  exceeding  $10,000,  and  to  issue 
debentures  for  an  amount  not  exceeding  $10,000,  payable  dur- 
ing a  period  not  exceeding  twenty  years. 

A  by-law  was  passed  by  the  council  in  May,  1902,  grant- 
ing the  bonus  and  authorizing  the  issue  of  debentures  for 
the  sum  mentioned  and  interest  thereon. 

Ritz,  on  the  15th  August,  gave  notice  of  motion  to  quash 
the  by-law  on  various  grounds  appearing  in  the  notice. 

On  the  26th  August  Ritz  served  on  the  village  corpora- 
tion a  notice  countermanding  the  notice  of  motion  to  quash; 
when  the  countermand  was  served  the  time  for  making  a  fresh 
application  to  quash  had  expired.  (R.  S.  0.  ch.  223,  sec. 
380.) 

Katzenmeier  had,  on  the  22nd  August,  issued  a  writ 
against  the  corporation  of  New  Hamburg,  on  which  was  in- 
dorsed a  claim  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  corporation 
from  paying  over  the  $10,000  to  the  New  Hamburg  Manu- 
facturing Company,  but  no  motion  was  made  for  an  interim 
injunction ;    and  on  the  present  motion  his  consent  to  his 


676 

name  being  substituted  for  that  of  Charles  Eitz,  or  to  his 
name  being  added  as. one  of  the  applicants,  was  filed. 

E.  E.  A.  DuVernet,  for  Katzemneier. 

A,  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  the  corporation. 

MacMahon,  J. — The  control  of  the  proceedings  to  quasK 
the  by-law  rested  with  Eitz,  and  when  he  served  notice  of 
eoiintermand  on  the  village  corporation  the  proceedings  on 
his  application  came  to  an  end.  And  what  Eatzenmeier  asks 
is  to  have  his  name  substituted  as  an  applicant  on  the  motion 
to  quash,  when  the  original  applicant  has  put  an  end  to  the 
proceeding  by  his  notice  of  countermand. 

The  authority  relied  upon  by  Mr.  DuVemet — ^McPherson 
V.  Gedge,  4  0.  E.  246 — does  not  support  his  claim  to  the 
-order.  That  was  an  action  under  the  Mechanics'  Lien  Act, 
see.  15  of  which  provides  that  suits  brought  by  a  lien- 
holder  shall  be  taken  to  be  brought  on  behalf  of  all  the  lien- 
Jiolders  of  the  same  class ;  and  the  Court  held  that  upon  the 
death  of  a  lienholder  who  had  brought  a  suit,  or  his  refusal 
or  neglect  to  proceed,  the  suit  might  by  leave  of  the  Court  be 
prosecuted  by  any  lienholder  of  the  same  class.  There  the 
statute  gives  express  power  to  the  Court  to  allow  a  lienholder, 
under  certain  circumstances,  to  intervene  and  become  a  party 
to  the  suit  And  the  statute  (E.  S.  0.  ch.  223,  sec.  231),  in 
case  of  quo  warranto  proceedings,  permits  a  new  relator  to 
intervene  and  prosecute.  So  also  where  a  creditor  brings  an 
action  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  creditors  to  set  aside 
as  fraudulent  a  conveyance  made  by  his  debtor,  there,  in  the 
event  of  the  plaintiff  declining  to  prosecute  the  action,  an- 
other creditor  would,  on  application,  be  allowed  by  the  Court 
to  intervene,  on  proper  terms  as  to  costs,  as  the  action  is 
framed  so  as  to  include  such  other  creditor.  And  had  Eitz 
in  his  notice  of  motion  to  quash  alleged  that  he  was  acting  not 
only  for  himself  but  for  all  other  ratepayers  interested  in 
quashing  the  by-law,  if  Eitz  refused  to  proceed  with  the 
motion,  the  Court  would,  on  an  application  by  one  of  the  other 
ratepayers  interested,  have  permitted  him  to  be  joined  in  the 
notice  of  motion  as  one  of  the  class  referred  to  therein. 

Eatzenmeier  does  not  even  allege  that  he  was  one  of  those 
who  induced  Eitz  to  institute  the  proceedings  to  quash. 

There  is  no  authority  to  make  the  order  asked  for,  and 
the'motion  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 
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BoYD^  C.  September  12th,  1908. 

chambers. 

Be  MUERAY. 

WUl — Devise  of  Land  to  Lessee-Contract  hy  Testator  with  Lessee  to 
Build  Bouse-'Performance  of  Contract  by  Executor  Out  of 
Personalty — Remedy  in  Damages,^ 

Application  (heard  at  Woodstock)  by  Neil  S.  Murray, 
executor  of  the  will  of  James  Murray,  late  of  the  townBhip 
of  West  Zorra,  for  an  order  under  Rule  938  declaring  the 
construction  of  the  will  and  determining  certain  questions. 

All  the  questions  raised  were  disposed  of  at  the  hearing 
except  as  to  the  liability  in  respect  to  the  building  of  a  house 
upon  the  farm  devised  to  John  Robert  Murray.  The  testator 
in  his  lifetime  made  a  lease  of  this  farm  to  his  son  John 
Robert  Murray  for  five  years  from  1st  March,  1901,  at  a 
yearly  rental  of  $200,  payable  in  October  each  year,  and  un- 
dertook to  build  a  house  on  the  farm,  of  certain  expressed 
dimensions,  during  the  first  year  of  the  term.  There  was  a 
provision  for  the  determination  of  the  lease  at  the  end  of  any 
year  by  notice  to  that  effect  given  in  October  previous.  The 
father  died  on  19th  June,  1902,  after  the  expiry  of  the  first 
year  of  the  term,  but  had  not  built  or  done  anything  towards 
building  the  house.  By  his  will  dated  7th  February,  1901, 
the  father  devised  this  farm  on  certain  conditions  (not  now 
material)  to  his  son,  the  lessee;  but  no  reference  was  made 
in  the  will  to  the  lease,  which  was  dated  29th  January,  1901^ 
some  nine  days  before  the  date  of  the  will. 

Peter  McDonald,  for  executor. 

J.  W,  Mahon,  for  John  R.  Murray. 

J.  P.  Mabpe,  K.C.,  for  Andrew  W.  Murray. 

A.  S.  Ball,  K.C.,  for  the  official  guardian. 

Boyd,  C— It  was  argued  that  the  devisee  was  entitled  to 
have  the  house  built  on  the  land  at  the  expense  of  the  per- 
sonal estate,  and  it  was  counter-argued  that  at  most  the  de- 
visee as  lessee  could  only  get. damages  for  non-performance 
of  the  agreement  to  build.  The  latter  is  the  better  construc- 
tion. Cooper  V*  Jarman,  L.  R.  8  Eq.  98,  and  In  re  Day* 
[1898]  2  Ch.  510,  distinguished.  The  common  ground  of 
decision  in  both  these  cases  is  that,  as  there  was  an  existing 
contract  with  work   partly  performed  thereon  before  the 
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death,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  estate  to  carry  out  to  comple- 
tion at  the  cost  of  the  personalty.  Here  the  marked  distinc- 
tion exists  that  there  was  no  existing  contract  in  course  of 
performance  when  the  testator  died.  On  the  contrary,  the 
contract  had  been  broken;  the  time-  for  performance  had 
elapsed,  and  nothing  had  been  done  in  the  way  of  building. 
A  new  liability  had  arisen  against  the  testator  for  damages, 
because  of  his  non-performance.  The  contract  to  build  is 
very  vagrue  and  is  not  per  se  capable  of  specific  enforcement. 
Had  the  father  lived,  the  son,  as  lessee,  could  have  had  no 
relief  for  the  breach  other  than  damages.  His  death  haa 
not  enlarged  or  changed  that  remedy ;  and  to  that  the  son  as 
lessee  or  devisee  is  confined.  If  the  parties  can  agree  to 
assess  the  amount  of  damages,  it  will  save  money,  time,  and 
perhaps  temper. 

Peter  McDonald,  Woodstock,  solicitor  for  the  executor. 

J.  Hoskin,  Toronto,  official  guardian. 

Mabee  &  Makins,  Stratford,  solicitors  for  Andrew  W. 
Murray. 

Smith    &   Mahon,   Woodstock,   solicitors  for  John   R. 
Murray. 


MacMahon,  J.  September  12th,  1902, 

CHAMBERS. 

Be  CLARK  AND  KELLETT. 

Landlord  and  Tenant — Overholding  Tenants  Act— Bight  to  Termin- 
ate Lease— Notice  to  Quit—Difflcult  Questions  of  Law—Refusat 
of  Certiorari. 

Motion  by  W.  B.  Kellett,  the  tenant,  for  an  order  under 
sec.  6  of  the  Overholding  Tenants  Act,  R.  S.  0,  ch.  171, 
requiring  the  junior  Judge  of  the  County  Court  of  Lambton 
to  send  up  the  proceedings  and  evidence  in  this  case  to  the 
Court,  and  staying  proceedings. 

The  lessor,  Angeline  M.  Clark,  demised  a  store  and  prem- 
ises in  Samia  to  Kellett  for  5  years  from  21st  December,^ 
1901,  at  $540  a  year,  payable  in  monthly  payments  of  $45  a 
month,  the  lease  containing  a  proviso  that  "  the  parties  here- 
to may  terminate  this  lease  at  any  time  upon  giving  three 
months^  notice  in  writing  of  his  or  her  intention  so  to  do/^  On 
the  16th  April,  1902,  the  lessor  gave  the  lessee  notice  in  writ- 
ing "  to  quit  and  deliver  up  the  store  and  premises  which  you 
now  hold  of  me  situate  ...  on  the  21st  July  next,  pro- 
vided that  your  tenancy  originally  commenced  on  that  day  of 
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the  months  or  if  otherwise  then  that  you  quit  and  deliver  up 
possession  of  the  premises  at  the  expiration  of  the  three 
znonths  which  shall  expire  next  after  the  time  of  your  being 
served  with  this  notice/^  On  the  22nd  July  a  written  notice 
was  given  by  the  lessor^  demanding  imme^ate  possession. 

J.  H.  Moss^  for  the  tenant,  contended  that,  as  the  proviso 
gave  "the  parties'^  the  right  to  terminate  the  lease,  such 
right  existed  only  in  the  lessee  (Dann  v.  Spurrier,  3  B.  &  P. 
399,  403),  and  that  the  notice  was  a  bald  notice  to  quit,  and 
could  only  have  been  given  for  the  termination  of  the  tenancy 
at  the  end  of  a  year. 

D.  L.  McCarthy,  for  the  landlord. 

MacMahon,  J. — If  the  proviso  ended  with  the  words 
giving  "the  parties"  the  right  to  terminate  the  lease,  it  would 
be  ambiguous  and  would  be  construed  in  favour  of  the  lessee; 
but  it  also  provides  that  notice  may  be  given  "  of  his  or  her 
intention  so  to  do,"  and  so  the  notice  may  be  given  by  either 
party. 

The  other  point  is  directly  covered  by  Soames  v.  Xichol- 
Bon,  71  L.  J.  K.  B.  24,  where  it  was  held  that  in  the  absence 
of  any  express  provision  in  the  agreement  that  a  tenancy  from 
year  to  year  was  entered  into,  a  three  months'  notice  might 
be  given  at  any  time  to  determine  the  agreement.  See  also 
Foa  on  Landlord  and  Tenant,  2nd  ed.,  p.  485.  And,  there- 
fore, having  regard  to  the  terms  of  the  lease  and  the  rights 
of  the  parties  thereunder,  no  difiBcult  questions  of  law  were 
involved. 

Motion  dismissed  with  costs.  Stay  of  writ  of  possession 
till  1st  October  to  enable  tenant  to  remove  from  the  premises. 


Anglin,  K.C.  September  12th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

McLEAN  V.  BOBEETSON. 

Public  Schools— Change  of  School  Site— Adoption  by  Trustees— Ratt- 
payers*  Meeting  —  Resolution  —  Minutes  —  Evidence  dehors— In* 
spector— Arbitration— Award— Infunctioiv— Estoppel  —  Res  Judi- 
cata— Reverting  to  Former  Site  after  Change— Resolution  of 
Ratepayers— Poll — Qualification  of  Voters—Scrutiny. 

Action  tried  by  F.  A.  Anglin,  K.C.,  sitting  for  Fergu- 
son, J.,  without  a  jury,  at  Gore  Bay. 

"W.  H.  Williams,  Gore  Bay,  for  plaintiffs. 

A.  G.  Murray,  Gore  Bay,  for  defendants. 
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.  Anglin,  K.C.  : — The  plaintiffs,  suing  on  behalf  of  them- 
selves and  all  the  other  ratepayers  of  school  section  2  of  the 
toimship  of  Allan,  in  the  district  of  Manitoulin,  claim  a 
declaration  that  the  legal  school  site  of  the  section  is  upon 
Jot  18  in  the  9th  concession  of  Allan  (known  as  the  "new 
site''),  and  relief  consequential  upon  such  declaration.  The 
defendants,  who  were  two  of  the  present  trustees  (sued  in 
that  capacity  and  personally  as  well)  and  the  public  school 
board  of  the  section,  maintained  that  the  legal  school  site  is 
upon  lot  18  in  the  Hth  concession,  known  as  the  "old  site." 

At  the  annual  meeting  of  ratepayers  held  in  December, 

1899,  it  was  determined  that  a  new  school  building  should  be 
erected.     At  a  meeting  of  the  trustees  held  on  the  9th  March, 

1900,  a  resolution  was  passed  selecting  the  "  new  site  "  as  the 
school  site  for  the  section,  and  directing  the  secretary  to  call 
a  ratepayers^  meeting  for  the  17th  March  to  consider  and 
Tote  upon  the  suitability  of  this  site.  A  ratepayers*  meeting 
was  accordingly  held  on  the  17th  March.  The  minutes  of 
this  meeting  were  as  follows:  —  "March  17th,  1900.  The 
following  is  the  minutes  of  a  special  meeting  of  the  rate- 
payers of  school  section  No.  2  in  the  school  house  at  the  hour 
of  2  o'clock,  for  the  purpose  of  voting  on  a  site  selected  by  the 
trustees  for  the  erection  of  a  new  school  house,  said  site  be- 
longing to  W,  H.  Brett  and  situated  on  the  south-west  corner 
of  lot  18,  concession  9.  Moved  in  amendment  by  Thos. 
Eobertson,  seconded  by  Thos.  Wilson,  that  Neil  McLean  act 
as  chairman.  Lost.  Original  motion  moved  by  Neil  Mc- 
Lean, seconded  by  Herbert  Gilroy,  that  Ben.  Vine  be  chair- 
mafn.  Carried.  Moved  in  amendment  by  Thos.  Robertson, 
seconded  by  Thos.  Wilson,  that  Jas.  Wm.  Kerr  be  secretary. 
Carried.  Moved 'by  Neil  McLean,  seconded  by  W.  H.  Brett, 
that  a  division  of  the  house  be  taken  on  the  question.  Carried. 
Moved  by  Robert  Brett,  seconded  by  Neil  McLean,  that  this 
meeting  adjourn.  Carried.  Benjamin  Vine,  chairman.  Jas. 
Wm.  Kerr,  secretary." 

,  It  was  contended  for  plaintiffs  that  the  minutes  were 
defective,  and  parol  evidence  was  given,  subject  to  objection, 
as  to  what  actually  took  place  at  the  meeting. 

The  great  weight  of  the  parol  testimony,  if  admissible, 
was  that  a  motion  was  made  that  the  "  new  site  "  be  chosen ; 
that  such  motion  was  duly  explained  both  by  the  mover  and 
by  the  chairman,  and  was  submitted  to  and  carried  by  the 
meeting.  The  minutes  were  not  read  over  to  the  meeting 
or  in  any  way  formally  adopted  by  it  as  the  record  of  its 
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transactions.  In  the  absence  of  any  statutory  provision  de* 
daring  the  minutes  to  be  the  sole  evidence  competent  to  prove 
the  transactions  at  ratepayers*  meetings,  parol  evidence  waft 
admissible  (Miles  v.  Bough,  3  Q.  B.  845,  872) ;  and  the  evi- 
dence given  established  the  fact  that  a  motion  for  the  selec- 
tion of  the  "new  site**  was  carried. 

Three  of  the  dissentients  prepared  a  complaint  of  the 
proceedings  at  this  meeting  to  be  sent  to  the  inspector  under 
sec.  14,  sub-sec.  8,  of  the  Public  Schools  Act.  The  evidence 
does  not  establish  that  this  complaint  reached  the  inspector 
within  20  days  after  the  meeting,  and  the  onus  of  shewing 
that  it  did  is  upon  the  defendants.  The  inspector,  however, 
acted  under  the  power  conferred  by  sec.  83,  sub-sec.  1,  and 
called  a  special  meeting  of  ratepayers  for  the  1st  September, 
at  which  meeting  the  majority  chose  the  "  old  site.**  The  in- 
spector assumed  that  the  necessary  conditions  then  existed  to 
bring  into  operation  sub-sec.  2  of  sec.  13,  providing  for  an  ar- 
bitration. The  ratepayers*  meeting  named  one  White  as  arbi- 
trator. The  trustees  declined  to  appoint  an  arbitrator.  The 
inspector  and  White  enterejl  upon  an  arbitration  and  pub- 
lished an  alleged  award  in  favour  of  the  "  old  site,**  White 
stating  that  he  agreed  in  all  the  conclusions  arrived  at,  but 
declined  to  join  in  making  an  award.  The  meeting  of  1st 
September  was  not  within  sec.  31,  and  the  conditions  upon 
which  an  arbitration  could  proceed  never  existed.  Sub-sec- 
tion 2  of  sec.  32  applies  to  an  arbitration  between  trustees 
and  a  hostile  majority  of  ratepayers.  But  here  the  statutory 
equivalent  of  a  submission  never  existed,  and  to  such  an  ob- 
jection effect  must  be  given  at  any  time  and  under  any  cir- 
cumstances. In  re  Cartwright  School  Trustees,  4  0.  L.  R- 
272,  followed.  See,  also,  McGugan  v.  School  Board  of  South- 
wold,  17  0.  R.  428,  429. 

While  the  inspector  was  taking  the  steps  above  detailed, 
the  board  of  trustees  purchased  the  "new  site**  and  com- 
pleted their  building.  They  moved  the  school  furniture  into 
the  structure  in  November,  1900.  An  attempt  to  restrain 
them  bv  injunction  had  been  made  in  April,  but  the  action 
did  not  proceed  after  a  motion  for  an  interim  injunction  had 
been  refused.  The  plaintiffs  ineffectually  sought  to  found  an 
estoppel  upon  the  dismissal  of  this  motion  and  the  subse- 
quent abandonment  of  the  suit. 

At  the  annual  meeting  in  December,  1900,  the  friends  of 
the  "  old  site  **  were  in  a  majority  and  elected  ane  of  their 
party  a  trustee.  The  new  board  at  their  first  meeting,  held 
in  the  old  school  house,  resolved  to  remove  the  school  furni- 
ture back  to  this  building,  which  they  did.  Three  ratepayers 
then  instituted  proceedings  for  a  mandamus  and  injunction 
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to  compel  the  return  of  this  furniture  to  the  new  building. 
A  motion  was  made  before  the  local  Judge,  and  upon  a  con- 
sent to  the  motion  being  finally  disposed  of  by  him  being 
^ven,  he  adjudged  that  the  "  new  site  '^  was  the  legal  school 
site,  and  the  first  meeting  of  the  trustees  of  1901  illegal,  and 
its  resolutions  void,  because  the  meeting  was  held  in  contra- 
vention of  the  direction  of  sec.  16,  sub-sec.  1,  of  E.  S,  0.  ch. 
292,  that  the  first  meeting  of  the  trustees  shall  be  held  "  at 
the  school  house  of  the  section.*'  The  board  of  trustees  was 
not  a  party  to  that  proceeding.  It  did  not  appear  that  any 
writ  of  summons  had  issued.  No  order  was  drawn  up  or 
signed.  None  of  the  papers  purporting  to  be  filed  upon  the 
motion  were  stamped.  The  estoppel  alleged  by  plaintiffs  was 
therefore  not  established;  and  a  subsequent  proceeding 
against  the  secretary,  taken  before  the  District  Judge  as 
persona  designata  under  sec.  109,  also  fell  short  of  anything 
in  the  nature  of  an  estoppel  or  res  judicata  against  defend- 
ants. 

The  trustees  acquiesced  for  the  time  in  the  view  taken  by 
the  local  Judge,  and  returned  the  furniture  to  the  new  build- 
ing, where  the  school  was  carried  on  until  the  summer  of 
1901.  In  April,  1901,  however,  at  a  duly  convened  meeting 
of  trustees,  a  resolution  was  passed  that  the  "old  site"  be 
selected  as  the  school  site  for  the  section,  and  that  a  meeting 
of  ratepayers  be  held  on  the  20th  April  to  consider  such  selec- 
tion. This  meeting  was  held,  and  the  "old  site*'  was  adopted 
by  a  majority  of  seven.  Before  this,  the  statute  of  1901, 
1  Edw.  VII.  ch.  39,  became  law  and  is  applicable.  As  to  this 
meeting,  (1)  although  the  school  site  had  been  fixed  by  the 
tuHion  of  the  trustees  and  ratepayers  in  March,  1900,  and  a 
building  erected  on  the  site  so  fixed,  it  was  competent  for  the 
ratepayers,  a  year  later,  to  revert  to  the  former  site.  Wallace 
V.  Township  of  Lobo,  11  0.  R.  648,  applied.  (2)  In  reverting 
to  the  old  site  there  was  no  bad  faith,  nor  was  the  doing  so 
capricious,  if  the  Court  could  be  asked  to  review  the  action 
of  the  ratepayers  upon  such  a  ground.  (3)  There  was  no 
ambiguity  in  the  resolution  proposed  to  the  meeting.  The 
trustees  acted  prudently  and  in  the  best  interests  of  the  sec- 
tion in  deferring  the  actual  physical  removal  until  the  vaca- 
tion. (4)  It  does  not  come  within  the  scope  of  the  action 
to  declare,  nor  is  there  evidence  upon  which  it  can  be  de- 
-clared,  that  the  return  to  the  old  building  is  unreasonable 
«nd  dangerous  to  the  health  and  welfare  of  the  pupils  be- 
cause of  its  bad  condition.  (5)  Upon  an  investigation  into 
the  qualifications  of  the  persons  voting  at  the  meeting,  the 
Tesolution  in  favour  of  reverting  to  the  old  site  was  carried 
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by  a  majority  of  one  out  of  all  the  duly  qualified  voters  who 
voted.  Quaere,  whether  the  vote  is  subject  to  scrutiny  in  this 
action;  but  if  not,  the  same  result  follows  upon  a  greater 
majority. 

Action  dismissed.  Plaintiffs  to  pay  defendants'  costs  of 
the  action,  including  the  costs  of  motions  for  and  to  con- 
tinue an  interlocutory  injunction,  and  to  pay  defendants' 
costs  of  the  counterclaim.   • 


Winchester,  Master.  September  12th,  1902. 

chambers. 
REX  EX  REL.  ROSS  V.  TAYLOR. 

Municipal  Election— Irregularities— -Evidence   of— Saving   Clause. 

An  application  to  set  aside  the  election  of  the  respondent 
as  reeve  of  Pott  Dover,  because  the  election  was  not  con- 
ducted according  to  law,  in  respect  of  the  conduct  of  the  re- 
turning officer,  the  voters'  lists,  etc.  The  relator  alleged  15 
grounds  of  complaint. 

E.  E.  A.  DuVernet  and  H.  A.  Tibbetts,  Port  Dover,  for 
the  relator. 

S.  C.  Biggs,  K.C.,  for  the  respondent  and  for  the  re- 
turning officer. 

The  Master  (after  a  careful  examination  of  the  evi- 
dence with  regard  to  each  ground  of  complaint)  : — In  my 
opinion,  the  irregularities  complained  of  have  not  in  any  way 
interfered  'with  the  election  of  the  respondent,  which  appears 
to  have  been  regularly  conducted.  The  only  objections  worfty 
of  special  reference  are  5,  6,  and  7,  and  the  irregularities 
referred  to  come  within  the  provisions  of  sec.  204  of  the 
Municipal  Act:  Woodward  v.  Sarsons,  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  733. 
I  therefore  refuse  the  application  with  costs  to  be  pai3  by 
the  relator  to  the  respondent.  There  will  be  no  costs  to  or 
against  the  returning  officer. 
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SPOOXER  V.  MUTUAL   RESERVE    FUND    LIFE 

ASSOCIATION. 

CORRECTION. 

In  the  report  of  this  case,  ante  pp.  566-7,  it  is  stated  as 
part  of  the  judgment  of  Robertson,  J.,  that  "  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  recover,  but  her  dealings  were  not  altogether 
fair  in  their  character,  and  consequently  she  will  have  to  pay 
costs.^' 

This  is  incorrect. 

The  following  extracts  from  the  written  opinion  shew 
what  the  learned  Judge  really  decided  as  to  costs: — 

"On  the  whole  case,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover, 
although  I  think  her  dealings  with  the  Home  Life  were  of 
a  character  not  strictly  fair,  but  that  should  only  affect  the 
question  of  costs,  and  I  do  not  feel  that  I  would  be  justified 
on  that  account  to  deprive  her  of  them.  .  .  .  The  de- 
fendants will  pay  all  the  costs  of  the  action  and  of  the  refer- 
ence, if  any.^' 


September  15th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

MASONT  V.  LINDSAY. 

Appeal — Court  of  Appeal— Leave  to  Appeal— Important  Question  of 
Law — Construction  of  Statute— Small  Amount  in  Controversy. 

Motion  by  defendant  for  leave  to  appeal  from  order  of  a 
Divisional  Court  (ante  561),  dismissing  an  appeal  from  the 
judgment  of  Lount,  J.,  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs  in  an  ac- 
tion to  recover  possession  of  a  piano.  The  principal  question 
in  the  action  was  whether  the  plaintiffs  were  prevented  from 
setting  up  their  title  to  the  piano  as  against  defendant  by 
reason  of  the  Conditional  Sales  Act,  R.  S.  0.  ch.  149. 

Joseph  Montgomery,  for  defendant. 
Strachan  Johnston,  for  plaintiffs. 

OW.k.— N0.31 
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The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Osler,  Maclenxan,  Moss, 
Garrow,  J  J.  a.)  was  delivered  by 

OsLER,  J.A. — The  amount  in  question,  i.e.,  of  the  defen- 
dant's interest  in  the  piano,  is  small,  less  than  $100,  and,  al- 
though the  point  upon  the  construction  of  the  Conditional 
Sales  Act  is  an  important  one,  and  possibly  still  capable  of 
argument,  it  does  not  seem  reasonable  that  a  further  appeal 
should  be  permitted  for  the  purpose  of  settling  it  at  the  pos- 
sible expense  of  the  plaintiff,  who  has  already  obtained  the 
judgment  of  two  Courts  in  his  favour,  although  on  different 
grounds.  If  the  amount  at  stake  had  been  more  substantial, 
that  might  have  been  a  reason  for  further  argument,  but,  as 
the  case  stands,  under  all  the  circumstances,  justice  to  both 
parties  will  best  be  done  by  holding  that  litigation  is  at  an 
end.     ^lotion  refused  with  costs. 


September  17th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

MERCHANTS  BANK  OF  CANADA  v.  SUSSEX. 
Arrest^Ca.  8a.—<Joncun'ent  Writ— Expiry  of  Original  WHt— Invalid 
Arrest— AppHcation    for    Xeic    Writ— Concealment    of    Material 
Facts— Setting  asid^  Order. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  order  of  Falcon  bridge,  C.J., 
in  Chambers,  ante  572,  dismissing  defendant's  motion  to 
^ot  aside  an  order  made  by  the  Chief  Justice  on  the  21st 
May,  1902,  under  sec.  8  of  *E.  S.  0.  ch.  8,  for  the  issue  of  a 
vrrit  of  ca.  sa.  to  the  sheriff  of  Kent,  and  one  or  more  concur- 
rent writs,  and  another  order  made  by  the  Chief  Justice  on 
the  21st  August,  1902,  for  the  issue  of  a  writ  of  ca.  sa.  to 
the  sheriff  of  Lambton,  and  also  to  set  aside  the  writs  issued 
pursuant  to  such  orders,  and  for  the  discharge  of  the  defend- 
ant from  custodv. 

J.  E.  Jones,  for  defendant. 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  plaintiffs. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Street  and  BrittoN;  JJ.) 
was  delivered  bv 

Street,  J. — The  concurrent  writ  of  ca.  sa,  to  the  sheriff 
of  Lambton  issued  on  the  16th  August,  1902,  under  which 
the  defendant  was  arrested,  was  improperly  issued,  as  it  was 
issued  more  than  two  months  after  the  original  yrrit  with 
which  it  was  concurrent  had  been  issued.  The  original  writ 
had  expired  by  lapse  of  time  under  Bule  874,  and  a  concur- 
rent writ  could  not  thereafter  be  issued. 


585 

The  defendant,  besides  appealing,  moved  the  Divisional 
Court  for  his  discharge  from  custody  upon  the  merits  and 
upon  the  ground  of  concealment  by  the  plaintiffs  of  material 
facts  in  making  the  ex  parte  applications  for  the  orders.  The 
right  to  make  such  a  motion  is  entirely  founded  upon  Rule 
1047,  which  is  confined  to  the  case  of  an  order  for  arrest  be- 
fore judgment,  and  does  not  extend  to  a  ca.  sa:  Kidd  v. 
OTonnor,  43  U.  C.  R.  193 ;  Bank  of  Montreal  v.  Campbell, 
2  V,  C.  L.  J,  N.  S.  18 ;  Gossling  v.  McBride,  17  0.  R.  585. 

As  to  the  motion  to  set  aside  the  order  of  21st  May,  it  was 
not  pressed. 

As  to  the  motion  to  set  aside  the  order  of  21st  August, 
upon  the  ground  that  plaintiffs,  upon  the  application  for  it, 
suppressed  and  misrepresented  facts  which  it  was  their  duty 
to  have  fully  and  fairly  disclosed,  the  following  facts  ap- 
peared. The  plaintiffs'  solicitor  knew  that  defendant  had 
been  arrested  on  the  evening  of  the  18th  August  under  the 
expired  concurrent  writ  by  the  sheriff  of  Lambton;  he  had 
had  a  conversation  with  the  sheriff  upon  the  subject  over  the 
telephone,  and  a  further  conversation  with  the  sheriff's  soli^ 
citor  upon  the  same  subject  on  the  morning  of  the  19th  Au- 
gust; the  sheriff  on  the  evening  of  the  18th  August  said  he 
would  free  the  defendant  unless  indemnified,  and  the  plain- 
tiffs' solicitor  refused  to  indemnify  him,  but  he  abstained 
from  stating  that  he-  supposed  the  defendant  had  been  freed 
by  the  sheriff.  With  all  these  facts  in  his  mind,  he  prepared 
an  affidavit  for  the  manager  of  the  plaintiffs'  office  in  Both- 
well,  and  had  it  sworn  by  him  on  the  19th  August,  in  which 
it  was  stated  :  "  That  in  the  month  of  Mav  last  I  ascertained 
that  the  said  defendant  was  in  the  neighborhood  of  Bothwell, 
in  the  county  of  Kent,  but  was  keeping  secreted,  visiting  rela- 
tives'; that  a  ca.  sa.  for  his  apprehension  was  issued  to  the 
sheriff  of  Kent,  but  the  defendant  evaded  arrest,  and  left  for 
parts  unknown  to  me ;  that  within  the  last  few  days  I  ascer- 
tained that  the  said  defendant  is  in  the  neighborhood  of  Sar- 
nia,  in  the  county  of  Lambton;  that  I  have  not  the  slightest 
doubt  that  the  said  defendant  is  about  to,  and  will,  unless 
he  be  forthwith  apprehended,  quit  Ontario  with  intent  to  de- 
fraud the  plaintiffs."  The  manager  stated  in  a  later  affidavit 
that  when  he  swore  to  this  he  was.  not  aware  that  the  defend- 
ant was  under  arrest,  but  believed  he  was  still  at  large. 

The  solicitor  who  drew  and  procured  the  manager  to 
swear  to  the  affidavit  above  quoted,  was  guilty  of  an  inexcus- 
able breach  of  his  duty  to  his  clients  and  to  the  Court  in  con- 
cealing from  them  the  true  facts  existing  at  the  time  the  affi- 
davit was  sworn. 
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It  was  his  duty  to  lay  before  the  Court  the  material  facts 
that  the  defendant  had  been  arrested  the  evening  before  on 
an  invalid  writ ;  that  he  had  been  in  illegal  custody  down  to 
that  day,  at  all  events,  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  that 
he  might  still  be  so.  The  Couri;  would  then  have  been  in  a 
position  to  deal  with  the  application  with  the  same  knowledge 
as  that  possessed  by  the  solicitor,  and  would  probably  have 
followed  Eggington's  Case,  2  E.  &  B.  717,  in  holding  that 
defendant  must  first  be  absolutely  discharged  from  his  illegal 
custody  before  he  could  be  arrested  under  new  process  at  the 
suit  of  the  same  plaintiffs.  The  application  should  not  be 
treated  as  an  appeal  upon  new  material  from  the  discretion 
of  the  Chief  Justice  in  making  the  order  of  the  21st  August. 
The  application  is  really  one  to  the  undoubted  jurisdiction  of 
the  Couri:  to  set  aside,  in  its  discretion,  orders  which  have 
been  obtained  by  the  wilful  concealment  or  perversion  of 
material  facts.  A  clear  case  has  been  made  out  for  the  ex- 
ercise of  that  discretion;  and  therefore  the  order  of  the  21st 
August  and  the  writ  issued  under  it  should  be  set  aside,  and 
the  prisoner  discharged,  upon  condition  that  no  action  be 
brought  against  the  sheriff  for  the  arrest  or  detention  or  for 
anything  done  under  either  of  them. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs  here  and  below. 


Street,  J.  September  17th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

ee  shore. 

Will— Construction  —  Legacies  -r  Conditions  —  Defeasance — tayment 

before  Period  Mentioned  in  Will. 

Application  under  Eule  938  by  two  children  of  the  testa- 
tor, legatees  under  his  will,  for  an  order  declaring  them  en- 
titled to  immediate,  payment  of  their  legacies  and  of  their 
shares  of  the  residuary  estate. 

A.  Hoskin,  K.C.,  for  the  applicants. 

A.  E.  Hoskin,  for  the  widow. 

F.  E.  Hodgins,  K.C.,  for  the  executors. 

Street,  J. — The  applicants  are  not  entitled  to  what  they 
ask,  and  the  executors  cannot  properly  pay  the  money  to 
them,  even  with  the  consent  of  the  widow  and  of  the  other 
children.  By  the  terms  of  the  will  a  legacy  was  given  to 
each  of  the  four  sons  of  the  testator  of  $17,000,  to  be  paid  as 
follows:    $3,000  on  attaining  21;  $6,000  on  attaining  24; 
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and  $8,000  on  attaining  27 ;  and  to  each  of  the  three  daugh- 
ters of  the  testator,  $7,000,  to  be  paid  as  follows :  $1,500  on 
marriage  or  at  21;  $8,500  at  24;  and  the  balance  at  30. 
Each  of  the  children  was  to  be  paid  the  interest  upon  the 
unpaid  portion  after  attaining  21,  and  until  payment  of  the 
principal.  These  bequests  were  followed  by  a  provision  that 
in  case  of  the  death  of  any  son  or  daughter  without  issue 
surviving,  so  much  of  his  or  her  legacy  as  was  not  already 
paid  should  form  part  of  the  residuary  estate,  but  in  case 
of  there  being  lawful  issue,  such  issue  should  take  the  parent's 
share.  In  my  opinion,  the  bequests  were  all  subject  to  this 
provision,  and  its  effect  was  to  prevent  the  children  from 
taking  vested  indefeasible  interests  in  the  various  instal- 
ments of  their  legacies  until  the  time  for  payment  fixed  by 
the  will  arrives :  O'Mahoney  v.  Burdett,  L.  K.  7  H.  L.  393 ; 
In  re  Schnadhorst,  [1902]  2  Ch.  234;  Saunders  v.  Vautier, 
4  Beav.  115;  and  Wharton  v.  Masterman,  [1895]  A.  C.  186. 

The  bequests  of  the  residuary  estate  are  in  a  different 
position.  The  testator  directed  that  his  residuary  estate  was 
to  be  divided  in  15  years  from  the  date  of  his  will  amongst 
his  children  so  that  each  son  should  receive  $9  for  every  $3 
each  daughter  should  receive;  those  children  who  have  theij 
attained  27  to  receive  their  shares  at  once  upon  the  expiration 
of  the  15  yeats;  those  who  have  not  attained  that  age  to 
receive  interest  only  after  attaining  the  age  of  21  until  they 
attain  27,  and  then  to  receive  the  principal.  But  this,  as 
well  as  the  gift  of  the  legacies,  was  subject  to  a  power  given 
to  the  widow  in  certain  events  to  direct  the  trustees  to  pay 
to  any  child  only  the  income  of  any  portion  remaining  un- 
paid of  any  legacy  or  bequest  to  each  child,  with  a  gift  over 
in  such  case  to  the  children  of  such  child. 

In  my  opinion,  this  provision  renders  the  gifts  to  each 
<:hild  defeasible  until  they  are  actually  payable  according  to 
the  terms  of  the  will.  The  applicants,  not  having  attained 
the  age  at  which  the  legacies  and  shares  of  the  residue  are 
payable,  are  not  entitled  to  either. 

Motion  dismissed  with  costs. 


September  18th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

REX   V.  TREVANXE. 

Criminal  Law — Evidence— Deposition  Taken  at  Preliminary  Inquiry-^ 
Admissibility  at  Trial — Incomplete   Cross-examination— Waiver. 

Crown  case  reserved  by  the  Judge  of  the  County  Court 
of  Lambton.     The  prisoner  was  charged  on  the  25th  Febru- 
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ary,  1902,  before  a  magistrate  with  having  committed  an  in- 
decent assault  upon  a  female.     The  preliminary  inquiry  was 
begun  at  the  house  of  the  girl's  father,  where  she  was  resid- 
ing.    The  prisoner  was  represented  by  counsel,  but  before 
the  girl's  cross-examination  was  concluded,  it  became  neces- 
sary, owing  to  her  illness,  to  adjourn  the  proceedings,  and 
they  were  adjourned  till  the  27th  February.    In  the  meantime 
the  magistrate  consulted  the  County  Crown  Attorney  with  re- 
ference to  the  charge,  and  on  hearing  from  him  telegraphed 
to  the  prisoner's  counsel  that  he  had  got  the  oflRcial's  opinion, 
and  the  case  would  have  to  go  to  Samia,  and  asked  counsel 
to  telegraph  in  reply    whether   he   would   come  up  or  not. 
Counsel,  taking  this  as  an  intimation  that  the  accused  would 
be  committed  for  trial,  telephoned  the  magistrate  that,  if 
he  intended  to  send  the  prisoner  to  Samia  at  any  rate,  there 
would  be  no  use  in  his  coming,  and  accordingly  he  did  not 
appear  on  the  subsequent  proceedings.     On  the  morning  of 
the  27th  the  magistrate  went  out  to  where  the  girl  was  re- 
siding, and  obtained  her  signature  to  her  deposition  as  it  had 
then  been  taken  down,  the  prisoner  not  being  present  or  re- 
presented, and  in  the  afternoon  resumed  the  inquiry  at  his 
own  office  in  Alvinston.     The  accused,  was  present,  but  not 
the  witness  whose  examination  had  been  interrupted  at  the 
first  meeting.      Prisoner  was  asked  if  he  had  an}i:hing  to  say. 
He  replied  "  nothing,"  and  on  the  evidence  as  already  taken 
was  committed  for  trial.     At  the  trial  it  was  proved  that  the 
girl  was  so  ill  as  not  to  be  able  to  travel,  and  her  deposition 
taken  arid  signed  as  above  mentioned  was  tendered  by  the 
Crown  and  admitted  in  evidence,  contrary  to  objection.    The 
County  Judge  reported  that  he  considered  that  the  prisoner's 
counsel  had  waived  his  right  to  further  cross-examination, 
and  that  in  any  case  the  certificate  on  the  depositions  gov- 
erned. By  sec.  687  of  the  Criminal  Code  it  is  enacted  that  "  if 
upon  the  trial  of  an  accused  person  such  facts  are  proved 
upon  oath  or  affirmation  of  any  credible  witness  that  it  can 
be  reasonably  inferred  therefrom  that  any  person  whose  de- 
,  position  has  been  theretofore  taken  in  the  investigation  of 
the  charge  against  such  person  is    ...     so  ill  as  not 
to  be  able  to  travel     .     .     .     and  if  it  is  proved  that  such  de- 
position was  taken  in  the  presence  of  the  person  accused,  and 
that  his  counsel  or  solicitor  had  a  full  opportunity  of  cross- 
examining  the  witness,  then,  if  the  deposition  purports  to  be 
signed  by  the  Judge  or  justice  before  whom  the  same  purports 
to  have  been  taken,  it  shall  be  read  as  evidence  in  the  prose- 
cution without  further  proof  thereof,  unless  it  is  proved  that 
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such  deposition  was  not  in  fact  signed  by  the  Judge  or  per- 
son  purporting  to  have  signed  the  same/' 

W.  J.  Treemear,  for  prisoner. 

Frank  Ford,  for  the  Crown. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
Garrow,  J  J.  a.)  was  delivered  by 

OsLER,  J.A. — The  cross-examination  never  was  in  fact 
completed.  It  had  been  interrupted  at  the  most  critical  and 
important  stage  of  it,  and  the  witness  and  accused  were 
never  brought  .face  to  face  together  again.  The  magistrate 
most  irregularly  obtained  the  signature  of  the  witness  to  her 
incomplete  deposition,  in  the  absence  of  the  prisoner,  and 
afterwards,  on  this  incomplete  deposition,  the  witness  not 
being  present,  committed  him  for  trial.  It  is  impossible  to 
say  that  the  prisoner's  counsel,  not  to  say  the  prisoner  him- 
self, ever  had  a  full  opportunity  of  cross-examining  the  wit- 
ness. There  is  no  pretence  for  saying  that  he  waived  it. 
Even  if  the  inquiry  had  closed  on  the  first  day,  the  deposition 
disclosed  on  its  face  that  there  had  not  been  a  full  opportunity 
of  cross-examining  the  witness,  as  the  magistrate  interfered 
with  the  counsel  and  prevented  questions  being  asked  which, 
however  painful  to  all  parties  concerned,  were  entirely  per- 
tinent and  necessary  to  elucidate  the  vital  point  of  the  de- 
fence. The  deposition  was,  therefore,  not  properly  received 
in  evidence,  and,  as  there  was  no  other  evidence  on  which  the 
conviction  could  be  supported,  it  must  be  set  aside  and  the 
prisoner  discharged. 


Winchester,  Master.  September  18th,  1902. 

chambers. 

GLOBE  PRINTING  CO.  v.  SUTHERLAND. 

Summary  Judgment— Rule  603—LiahiUty  of  Defendants — Finding  of 
Fact  on   Correspondence,   Affidavits,   and   Depositions, 

Motion  by  plaintiffs  for  summary  judgment  under  Rule 
603  in  an  action  to  recover  the  amount  of  an  advertising  ac- 
count. The  defendants  did  not  dispute  the  amount,  but  their 
liability.  They  were  brokers,  and  the  advertisements  pub- 
lished by  the  plaintiffs  were  in  connection  with  the  floating 
of  the  Atlantic  Pulp  and  Paper  Company,  upon  whom,  or 
upon  the  Poole  Publishing  Company,  the  liability  was  al- 
leged to  be.  A  statement  of  claim  had  (by  mistake  of  a  clerk 
oi  .ne  plaintiffs^  solicitors)  been  delivered  by  plaintiffs  before 
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the  motion  was  made,  and  the  defendants  had  served  a  third 
party  notice  on  the  Atlantic  Pulp  and  Paper  Company. 

F.  E.  Hodgins,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

W.  E.  Bane}^  for  defendants. 

W.  K.  P.  Parker,  for  third  parties. 

The  Master  held,  on  the  correspondence  between  plain- 
tiffs and  defendants  and  the  affidavits  filed  and  the  dejwsi- 
tions  of  deponents  on  cross-examination,  that  the  defendants 
had  made  themselves  responsible  to  plaintiffs  for  payment  of 
the  account,  and  ordered  judgment  for  the  amoimt  claimwl 
with  costs,  but  not  to  include  the  costs  occasioned  ])y  the 
delivery  of  the  statement  of  claim.  He  also  made  an  order 
setting  aside  the  third  party  notice  without  costs  to  the  de- 
fendants or  the  third  parties. 


Winchester,  Master.  September  18th,  1002. 

chambers. 

BEX  EX  REL.  ROBERTS  v.  POXSFORD. 

Municipal  Elections  —  Irregularities  at  Polls— Aldermen  of  City^ 
Election  by  General  Vote— Voters  Voting  more  than  Once — Affert- 
ing  Result. 

Application  by  relator  to  set  aside  the  election  of  eleven 
persons  as  aldermen  for  the  city  of  St.  Thomas,  at  the  gen- 
eral election  held  on  the  6th  January,  1902,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  election  was  not  conducted  according  to  law. 

On  6th  February,  1900,  the  city  council  passed  a  by-law 
providing  for  the  election  of  the  council  by  general  vote,  in- 
stead of  by  wards.  The  first  election  pursuant  to  the  stat- 
utes and  this  by-law  took  place  in  1901,  when,  under  the 
Municipal  Amendment  Act,  62  Vict.  ch.  26,  sec.  13,  every 
elector  was  permitted  to  vote  in  each  ward  in  which  he  had 
been  rated  for  the  necessary  property  qualification  for  coun- 
cillors or  aldermen.  On  the  15th  April,  1901,  the  Act  1  Edw. 
VII.  ch.  26,  sec.  9,  was  passed,  adding  to  sec.  158  of  the 
Municipal  Act  the  following  section: — "158a.  In  towns  and 
cities  where  the  councillors  or  aldermen  are  elect4?d  by  gen- 
eral vote,  every  elector  shall  be  limited  to  one  vote  for  the 
mayor  and  one  vote  for  each  councillor  or  alderman 
to  be  elected  for  the  town  or  citv,  and  shall  vote 
at  the  polling  place  of  the  polling  sub-division  in  which  he 
is  a  resident,  if  qualified  to  vote  therein;  or  when  he  is  a 
non-resident  or  is  not  entitled  to  vote  in  the  polling  sub- 
division where  he  resides,  then  where  he  first  votes,  and  there 
only.    .    .    /^ 
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As  to  the  election  now  in  question,  more  than  100  wit- 
nesses were  examined  on  behalf  of  the  relator  in  support  of 
this  application,  the  greater  number  being  examined  as  to 
the  number  of  times  they  voted  for  aldermen.  It  was  shewn 
by  these  witnesses  that  there  were  at  least  90  votes  polled 
which  should  not  have  been  polled,  according  to  the  Act  of 
1901. 

J.  M.  McEvoy,  London,  for  relator. 

E.  E.  A.  DuVernet  and  W.  K.  Cameron,  St.  Thomas,  for 
respondents. 

The  Master  held  that  the  evidence  wholly  failed  to  sup- 
port the  allegation  that  these  votes  were  cast  by  the  deliber- 
ate corrupt  and  wilful  connivance  and  arrangement  of  the 
defendants;  but,  on  the  contrary,  these  votes  were  cast  in  the 
honest  belief  of  the  voters  that  they  had  the  right  to  cast  such 
votes,  and  without  any  instruction  from  any  of  the  candi- 
dates to  vote  for  them  more  than  once.  The  casting  of  such 
ballots  was  wholly  irregular,  and  they  should  not  have  been 
allowed  by  the  deputy  returning  officers,  if  they  were  aware 
that  the  voters  had  already  voted.  Rex  ex  rel.  Tolmie  v. 
Campbell,  4  0.  L.  R.  25,  referred  to.  Even  if  the  90  votes 
improperly  polled  were  struck  off,  that  would  not  necessarily 
interfere  with  the  result  of  the  election,  owing  to  the  large 
majorities  of  at  least  10  of  the  candidates  elected  over  the 
first  unsuccessful  candidate.  The  election  of  the  successful 
candidates  was  not  affected  by  the  improper  votes  being 
counted,  and  in  other  respects  there  was  no  such  irregularity 
in  the  carrying  out  of  the  election  as  to  affect  the  result. 

Motion  refused  with  costs. 


Winchester,  Master.  September  19th,  1902. 

chambers. 

SLATER  SHOE  CO  v.  WILKINSON. 

Discoterp— Production  of  Documents  —  Correspondence  after  Action 
Beffun—Information  for  Defence^Privilege— Examination  for 
Discovery — Undertaking  to  Produce  Documents—Particulars. 

Motion  by  plaintiffs  for  a  better  affidavit  on  production 
from  defendant  and  for  particulars.  The  action  was  for  an 
injunction  restraining  defendant  from  advertising,  selling, 
or  exposing  for  sale  boots  or  shoes  as  "  Slater  shoes,''  "  Slater 
goods/'  or  "  The  Slater  shoe,"  or  under  any  name  or  descrip- 
tion of  which  the  name  ^'  Slater  "  forms  part,  without  clearly 


592 

^stinguishing  the  boots  or  shoes  so  advertised^  sold^  or  of- 
fered from  those  made  or  sold  by  plaintiffs. 

M.  H.  Ludwig,  for  plaintiffs. 
J.  H.  MosSj  for  defendant. 

The  Master. — The  defendant,  upon  being  served  with 
the  writ  of  summons,  communicated  with  George  A.  Slater, 
the  vendor  of  the  goods  in  question,  with  a  view  of  obtaining 
information  to  aid  him  in  the  defence  of  this  action,  and 
certain  letters  and  telegrams  passed  between  them,  which, 
on  his  examination  for  discovery,  defendant  refused  to  pro- 
duce on  the  ground  of  privilege.  In  my  opinion,  under 
Donahue  v.  Johnston,  14  P.  E.  476,  and  cases  therein  referred 
to,  defendant  is  not  bound  to  produce  these  documents. 

As  to  the  stock-book  shewing  stock  in  trade  of  defendant, 
as  the  defendant  on  his  examination  promised  to  "  send  it 
down,^'  it  should  be  produced.  So  also  as  to  an  account  of  one 
Eichardson  for  printing  hand  bills. 

As  to  the  motion  for  particulars  of  the  words  "  under  the 
circumstances''  in  the  10th  paragraph  of  the  defence,  I 
think  the  particulars  of  ^'  the  circumstances  *'  are  sufficiently 
set  out  in  the  preceding  paragraph  of  the  defence,  and,  be- 
sides, further  particulars  were  given  in  the  defendant's  ex- 
apiination. 

Order  made  for  production  of  stock  book  and  Richardson 
account  for  inspection.  No  further  affidavit  or  examination 
necessary.     Costs  in  cause. 


Street,  J.  September  19th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

MACKAY  V.  COLONIAL  INVESTMENT  AND  LOAK 

CO. 

Writ  of  Summons—Service  out  of  Jurisdiction— Foreign  CitMiipany— 
Transfer  of  Assets  in  Ontario  to  Ontario  Company— Action  to  Set 
aside. 

An  appeal  by  the  defendants  from  the  prder  of  the  Master 
in  Chambers,  ante  669. 

W.  M.  Douglas,  K.C.,  and  A.  McLean  Macdonell,  for 
appellants. 

C.  D.  Scott,  for  plaintiffs. 

Street,  J.,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  argument,  dismissed 
the  appeal  with  costs,  and  affirmed  the  order  of  the  Master. 
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MacMahon,  J.  September    19th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

MIDLAND  NAVIGATION  CO.  v.  DOMINION  ELE- 

VATOR  CO. 

Ship-^harierparty—Breach—TifM—^Load*'  Meaning  of — Measure  of 

Damages, 

Action  to  recover  $4,950  for  alleged  breach  by  defendants 
of  an  agreement  to  furnish  the  plaintiffs^  steamer  "  Midland 
Queen  *'  a  cargo  of  grain  to  be  carried  from  Fort  William 
io  Goderich.  The  defendants  denied  liability  and  counter- 
claimed  for  $7,600  damages  for  alleged  breach  of  agreement 
to  carry  the  cargo  between  the  two  places. 

The  correspondence  forming  the  contract  was  carried  on 
by  A.  F.  Bead  of  Montreal,  representing  plaintiffs,  and  G.  R. 
Crowe  of  Winnipeg,  representing  defendants. 

November  22,  1901.  Crowe  wired  Read  **  to  load  Midland 
Queen  last  trip  at  Fort  William  at  4J4  cents  to  discharge  at 
Georgian  Bay  or  Goderich.'* 

November  23.  Read  wired  Crowe:  'Tlayfair  (plaintiffs' 
manager)  confirms  charter  Queen  Fort  William  to  Goderich, 
loading  about  Dec.  2,  weather,  ice,  permitting,  45^  cents 
busheU' 

November  23.  Crowe  wired  Read:  "  We  confirm  Midland 
Queen  4H  Goderich,  load  Fort  William  on  or  lefore  noon  6th 
December.'^ 

The  steamer  reached  Fort  William  on  the  3rd  December, 
and  left  at  noon  on  the  5th  December,  without  the  cargo. 
The  steamer  was  obliged  to  leave,  because  the  insurance 
would  have  expired  if  the  return  voyage  had  not  then  com- 
menced. 

There  was  a  dispute  as  to  which  party  was  in  default. 
C.  Robinson,  K.C.,  and  F.  E.  Hodgins,  K.C.,  for  plain- 

A.  J|.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  C.  A.  Moss,  for  defendants. 

MacMahon,  J.,  found  upon  the  evidence  that  the  de- 
fendants were  in  default ;  that  the  loading  of  the  cargo  could 
have  been  conmienced  at  seven  o'clock  on  the  evening  of  the 
4th  December  and  the  whole  or  the  greater  part  of  the  cargo 
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could  have  been  put  on  board  before  eleven  o'clock  on  the 
morning  of  the  following  day ;  and  that  the  plaintiffs  did  all 
that  could  be  done  to  carry  out  the  terms  of  the  charter. 

He  then  proceeded  to  discuss  the  meaning  of  the  words 
''load  on  or  before  noon  5th  December,"  and  referred  to 
Bowes  V.  Shand,  2  App.  Cas.  455.     ...     He  continued: 

According  to  my  reading  of  the  contract  in  this  case,  the 
words  in  their  natural  sense  have  a  definite  meaning,  which 
is,  that  the  vessel  was  to  be  completely  loaded  by  noon  on  the 
5th  December.  "  To  ship  "  and  "  to  load  "  are  synonymoui^ 
terms,  and  each  means  the  completion  of  putting  the  cargo 
on  board.  See  judgment  of  Lord  Selborne  in  Grant  v.  Cover- 
dale,  9  App.  Cas.  475. 

There  was,  however,  evidence  given  on  behalf  of  plain- 
tiffs as  to  what  is  the  meaning  amongst  shippers  of  "  to  load/' 
that  it  means  that  the  whole  cargo  is  to  be  in  the  vessel  at  the 
time  stated  in  the  contract.  Evidence  was  given  on  behalf 
of  the  defendants  that  the  contract  would  be  complied  with 
if  the  charterer  had  commenced  loading  at  the  time  named. 

There  is  no  provision  in  the  contract  for  "  lay  days  "  and 
"demurrage  days.^'  Where  a  fixed  time  is  provided  in  the 
contract  for  loading  a  vessel,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  charterer 
to  load  within  that  time,  whatever  mav  be  the  nature  of  the 
impediments  which  prevent  him  from  performing  it:  Post- 
lethwaite  v.  Freeland,  5  App.  Cas.  599 ;  Abbott  on  Shipping, 
5th  ed.,  p.  180,  14th  ed.,  pp.  394,  396 ;  Kandall  v.  Lynch,  2 
Camp.  352;  Budgett  v.  Binnington,  [1891]  1  Q.^B.  35; 
Da  vies  v.  McYeagh,  4  Ex.  D.  265 ;  Tapscott  v.  Balfour,  L.  K. 
8  C.  P.  46;  Pyman  v.  Dreyfus,  24  Q.  B.  D.  152;  Scrutten 
on  Charterparties,  4th  ed.,  p.  96 ;  Dahl  v.  Nelson,  6  App.  Cas. 

oo. 

The  defendants  are  liable  to  the  plaintiffs  for  not  loading 
this  cargo  by  the  time  named,  and  the  measure  of  damages  is 
the  amount  of  freight  which  would  have  been  earned  after 
deducting  the  expenses  of  the  vessel :  Smith  v.  McGuire,  3 
H.  &  X.  54.  The  vessel  could  have  taken  on  board  102,000 
bushels,  which  at  4%  cents  per  bushel  would  amount  to  $4,590. 
There  will  be  judgment  for  plaintiffs  for  this  amount  (less 
the  expenses  of  the  vessel  from  the  time  it  left  Fort  William 
imtil  it  could  have  reached  Goderich,  which  can  be  agreed 
upon  between  the  parties),  together  with  interest  from  the 
15th  December,  1901,  and  the  costs  of  suit. 

The  defendants'  counterclaim  is  dismissed  with  costs. 
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September  19th,  1902. 

XELSOX  COKE  AND  GAS  CO.  v.  PELLATT. 

CompatH^— Subscription  for  Shares— Preference  Shares— 'Validity  of 
—Contract  by  Deed^Issue  and  Allotment— Necessity  for— Calls — 
Resolutions  and  Letters — Sufficiency  of. 

An  appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  judgment  of  Lount,  J.  (2 
0.  L.  B.  390)  dismissing  action  to  recover  amount  alleged 
to  be  due  by  defendant  in  respect  of  shares  in  the  plaintiff 
company  subscribed  for  by  defendant. 

G.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

H.  J.  Scott,  K.C.,  and  H.  H.  Macrae,  for  defendant. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler, 
Maclennan,  and  Moss,  JJ.A. — Lister,  J.A.,  having  died 
since  the  hearing)  was  delivered  by 

Maclennan,  J.A.  : — Provision  was  made  for  preference 
shares  in  the  memorandum  and  articles  of  association,  sec.  5 
of  the  memorandum  and  sec.  3  of  the  articles.  .  .  .  That 
these  provisions  are  legal  and  valid  features  of  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  company  is  clear :  Ashbury  v.  Kiche,  L.  R.  7  H.  L. 
653:  In  re  South  Durham  Brewerv  Co.,  31  Ch.  I).  2(51. 

There  is,  therefore,  no  distinction  between  the  two  classes 
of  shares  in  question,  and  if  the  defendant  is  liable  upon  the 
one  class,  he  is  equally  liable  on  the  other. 

The  company  was  incorporated  under  the  Companies  Act 
of  British  Columbia,  H.  S.  B.  C.  ch.  44,  on  the  2C)th  August, 
1899,  and  the  first  document  signed  and  sealed  by  the  defend- 
ant is  dated  1st  September,  1899.  The  second  document  was 
also  under  seal,  and  bore  date  the  same  day  and  was  con- 
tained in  a  stock  subscription  book.  (Both  are  set  out  in  the 
report  in  2  0.  L.  R.)  .  .  .  The  legal  effect  of  both  is  the 
same.  In  both  the  appellant  covenants  with  the  company  to 
become  a  shareholder,  to  take  200  shares  of  each  class,  when 
issued  and  allotted,  and  to  pay  for  them  at  par  when  calls 
should  be  made. 

The  evidence  shews  that  when  the  appellant  executed  the 
agreement  he  was  in  constant  communication  with  Dr.  Doo- 
little,  a  director  of  the  company,  and  that  they  were  associ- 
at<^d  together  in  obtaining  subscriptions  for  shares  on  l)ehalf 
of  the  company.  The  contract  in  question  is,  therefore,  one 
entered  into  by  the  appellant  with  the  company,  at  the  re- 
quest of  one  of  its  directors,  acting  for  and  on-behalf  of  the 
company. 
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.    [Citations  from  Hebb's  Case,  L.  E.  4  Eq.  11,  and  Gunn's 
Case,  L.  R.  3  Ch.  40.] 

Treating  this  instrument,  then,  like  an  ordinary  contract, 
what  is  its  proper  legal  effect?    The  company  was  daly  in- 
corporated, and  had  $250,000  of  capital  stock  to  dispose  of, 
divided  into  shares  of  $25  each,  3,000  shares  being  preference 
shares,  and  7,000  common.     One  of  the  directprs  applies  to 
the  appellant  to  assist  him  in  disposing  of  the  shares.     Thej 
find  a  number  of  purchasers,  who  agree  to  purchase  siares, 
and  who  execute  the  deed  ot  subscription  prepared  for  the 
purpose.    The  appellant  witnessed  the  first  three  signatures, 
and  afterwards  executed  the  deed  himself,  agreeing  to  take 
the  shares  now  in  question.     ...     It  is  something  more 
than  an  application  or  request.    It  has  all  the  elements  of  a 
completed  contract,  and  that  by  deed,  and  for  valuable  con- 
sideration.'   .     .     .     There  is  no  time  limited  within  which 
the  purchase  is  to  be  completed.    It  is  not  pretended  that  the 
deed  was  delivered  in  escrow,  or  was  not  intenaed  to  take 
effect  immediately.    It  was  delivered  to  the  company  through 
its  agent.    It  is  said  that  this  deed  was  revocable,  and  that 
the  appellant   could  have  revoked  it  and  withdravm  from  it 
the  next  day  or  the  next  moment.     I  do  not  understand  such 
to  be  the  law.     No  doubt,  a  mere  offer  or  proposal,  either  by 
parol  or  by  mere  writing,  to  take  shares,  is  revocable  before 
acceptance,  like  any  other  similar  offer  or  proposal  to  buy  or 
sell  any  other  conmiodity :    Kelsons  Case,  4  Ch.  D.  774.    But 
it  is  otherwise  when  it  is  a  contract  by  deed.     [Citations  from 
Pollock  on  Contracts,  6th  ed.,  p.  48 ;  Anson  on  Contracts,  9ih 
ed.,  p.  34 ;  Xenos  v.  Wickham,  L.  E.  2  H.  L.  296 ;  Doe  6ar- 
nons  V.  Knight,  6  B.  &  C.  692 ;  Moss  v.  Barton,  L.  R  1  Bq. 
474;  Buckland  v.  Papillon,  L.  E.  2  Ch.  62.]     The  present 
case  is  even  stronger  than  Xenos  v.  Wickham,  ^for  this  deed 
was  prepared  on  behalf  of  the  company  and  remained  in  i^ 
possession  after  execution. 

Now,  if  this  deed  was  binding  upon  the  appellant,  and 
irrevocable  by  him,  as  I  think  it  was,  it  has  never  been  re- 
pudiated by  the  company,  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  company 
has  always  treated  it  as  valid  and  binding  on  both  parties. 

********** 

Numerous  cases  were  cited  laying  it  down  that  when  aii 
offer  to  take  shares  is  made,  it  must  be  accepted  by  the  com- 
pany in  a  reasonable  time,  an  allotment  must  be  made,  and 
notice  communicated  to  the  party,  and  that  he  may  withdraw 
his  offer  at  any  time  before  allotment.  That  is  undoubtedly 
so  in  the  case  of  a  mere  offer  not  under  seal.    What  we  have 
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here,  however,  is  a  contract,  and  the  substance  of  it  is  to  pur- 
chase from  the  company  the  shares  in  question,  and  to  pay 
for  them  at  par  when  a  call  or  calls  are  made.  The  purchase 
is  of  a  definite  nimiber  of  shares,  and  not  of  so  many  as  the 
company  might  allot,  and,  I  take  it,  the  appellant  would  not 
be  bound  to  take  any  less  number  than  200  of  each  class.  The 
covenant  is  to  take  them  when  issued  and  allotted.  As  ap- 
plied to  a  fixed  quantity  of  anything,  or  a  fixed  number  of 
shares,  the  word  "allot"  can  mean  nothing  more  than  to 
give,  to  assign,  to  set  apart,  to  appropriate.  The  word  has 
all  these  meanings.  Nor  does  the  word  "  issue  "  in  the  pre- 
sent case  mean  the  doing  of  any  particular  act,  and  I  think 
"issue"  and  "allot,"  taken  together,  mean  no  more  than 
some  signification  by  the  company  of  its  assent  that  the  ap- 
pellant now  was  or  had  become  the  owner  of  the  number  of 
shares  which  he  agreed  to  take.  [Citations  from  Pellatt's 
Case,  L.  R.  2  Ch.  527;  Bird's  Case,  4  De  G.  J.  &  S.  201; 
Eichards  v.  Home  Assurance  Co.,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  591.] 

The  appellant's  subscription  was  made  in  September,  and 
on  the  14th  December  the  board  passed  a  resolution  that  the 
subscribed  for  preferred  stock  of  the  company  be  called  up  in 
full,  and  that  the  treasurer  notify  all  subscribers  to  pay  the 
amount  of  their  subscriptions  on  or  before  18th  January, 
1900.  On  the  26th  December  the  treasurer  wrote  to  the  ap- 
pellant that  a  call  had  been  made  for  the  whole  amount  of 
the  stock  subscribed,  mentioning  the  number  of  shares  and 
the  amount  due.  .  .  .  The  resolution  of  the  company  and 
the  letters  of  the  treasurer,  having  regard  to  the  appellant's 
contract,  can  have  but  one  meaning,  namely,  that  the  com- 
pany had  appropriated  to  him  200  preference  shares  and  had 
called  for  payment  in  full.  I  think  it  impossible  to  say  thaC 
the  resolution  was  not  a  most  unequivocal  act  issuing  and 
allotting  to  him  those  shares. 

On  the  13th  March  following  the  board  passed  a  similar 
resolution  with  respect  to  the  shares  of  common  stock  which 
had  been  subscribed  for,  and  calling  for  payment  in  full  on 
or  before  the  12th  April,  and  thereupon  on  the  21st  March 
letters  in  the  same  terms  as  the  former  were  written  to  the 
appellant  by  the  treasurer.  I  am  of  opinion  that  these  reso- 
lutions and  letters  were  a  sufficient  issue  and  allotment  of  the 
shares  which  the  appellant  had  agreed  to  take,  and  that  he 
thereupon  became  bound  to  accept  and  pay  for  them. 

It  was  not  until  long  afterwards  that  the  appellant  repudi- 
ated his  subscription  and  his  liability  as  a  shareholder, 
namely,  some  time  in  November  following.  When,  in  Novem- 
ber, he  assumed  to  withdraw  his  offer,  the  company  went 
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through  the  f  onn  of  making  an  allotment  of  the  shares  to 
him,  and  the  present  action  was  commenced  on  the  9th  Jan- 
uary, 1901. 

While  I  think  the  resolutions  of  14th  December  and  ISth 
March  were  a  sufficient  issue  and  allotment  within  the  con- 
tract, if  that  were  otherwise,  the  formal  allotment  in  Novem- 
ber was  in  time.  I  do  not  see  how  the  appellant  could  get 
rid  of  the  obligation  of  his  deed  by  any  mere  notice  of  re- 
pudiation and  withdrawal.  .  .  .  [Nasmith  v.  Manning, 
5  A.  R.  126,  5  S.  C.  R.  440,  distinguished.] 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs. 


September    19th,  1902. 
C.  A. 
SMITH  V.  HUNT. 

Mortgage  —  Pretended  Sale  under  Potcer  —  Fraud  —  Purchasers  for 
Value  without  Notice— Knou:ledge  of  Agait— Interest  to  Vonceal-' 
Redemption—Compensation. 

An  appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  judgment  of  Meredith, 
C.J.  (2  0.  L.  R.  134)  in  so  far  as  it  was  against  the  plain- 
tiffs in  an  action  to  set  aside  certain  assignments  and  con- 
veyances and  for  redemption  of  mortgaged  premises. 

J.  L.  Murphy,  Windsor,  for  appellants. 

W.  R.  Riddell,  K.C.,  and  J.  H.  Rodd,  Windsor,  for  de- 
fendants. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
Garrovv,  J  J.  a.)  was  delivered  by 

Osler,  J.A.  : — The  appellants  contend  that  the  value  of 
the  land  was  much  greater  than  the  sum  at  which  it  was  fixed 
by  the  trial  Judge,  and  that  the  defendants  Himt  and  Dress- 
kell,  as  well  as  the  defendant  Roberts,  should  have  been 
condemned  to  pay  the  loss  the  appellants  have  sustained  by 
reason  of  the  improvident  sale. 

I  see  no  ground  on  which  the  defendant  Dresskell  can  be 
said  to  have  incurred  any  personal  liability  to  the  plaintiffs. 
He  committed  no  wrong  in  taking  an  assignment  of  the  plain- 
tiffs' mortgage,  and  the  sale  made  by  him  to  Hunt,  in  the 
exercise  of  the  power  of  sale,  wrought  no  change  in  the  plain- 
tiffs' rights.  Hunt  became  trustee  for  Roberts,  and  the  pro- 
perty when  in  his  hands  was  redeemable  as  before,  unaffected 
by  Drosskeirs  sale,  and  so  remained  until,  at  the  request  of 
Roberts,  he  conveyed  to  the  club  syndicate.  It  was  that  sale 
and  that  act  which  prejudiced  the  plaintiffs,  and  for  that 
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reason  I  think  Hunt  is  in  a  different  position  from  Dress- 
kell  and  in  the  same  boat  with  Boberts.  He  was  not  a  mere 
stranger  to  the  property,  and  was  more  than  a  mere  agent  or 
qnasi-trustee.  He  was  possessed  of  the  legal  title,  and  had 
the  legal  power  and  control  over  it,  which  he  was  exercising, 
no  doubt,  at  the  instance  of  Eoberts,  the  beneficial  mort- 
gagee ;  but  I  cannot  see  how  this  relieved  him  from  the  duty 
of  selling  in  a  provident  manner,  having  regard  to  the  inter- 
ests of  mortgagor  and  mortgagee.  Moreover,  it  appears  from 
the'evidence  of  the  defendant  IJunt  himself  that  he  knew  that 
these  proceedings  wore  being  taken  in  order  to  enable  Eoberts 
to  acquire  the  title  to  the  property  and  so  to  sell  to  the  syndi- 
cate. There  was  no  idoa  or  intention  of  selling  it  at  the  high- 
est and  best  price  obtainable  so  as  to  pay  off  the  mortgage 
and  procure  something  over  it  for  the  mortgagor.  Lord  Sel- 
bome's  judgment  in  Barnes  v.  Addy,  L.  E.  9  Ch.  244,  may 
be  referred  to. 

I  think  the  evidence  does  not  warrant  us  in  interfering 
with  the  learned  trial  Judge^s  finding  as  to  the  value  of  the 
property. 

The  3rd  and  4th  paragraphs  of  the  judgment  below  must 
be  varied  in  accordance  with  this  opinion.  In  other  respects 
the  judgment  is  affirmed  without  costs  of  appeal  to  either 
I>arty. 


September  19th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

BUETON  V.  PLAYFAIE. 

Specific  Performance — Contract  for  Sale  of  Timber  Limits— <Jorr^ 
^pondence^Completed  Contract— Statute  of  Frauda—Mi^under" 
standing— Title—Judgment— Reference. 

An  appeal  by  defendant  from  judgment  of  Boyd,  C, 
directing  specific  performance  of  a  contract  by  defendant  to 
purchase  from  plaintiffs,  for  $46,000,  certain  timber  berths  in 
the  townships  of  Lount,  Mills,  and  Pringle,  in  the  district  of 
Sound. 


A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  W.  Steers,  Midland,  for  ap- 
peUant. 

W.  Cassds,  KC,  C.  E.  Hewson,  K.C.,  and  A.  E.  H.  Ores- 
if  Barrie,  for  plaintiffs. 
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The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler, 
Maclennan,  Moss,  JJ.A.— Lister,  J.A.,  having  died  after 
the  argument)  was  delivered  by 

Moss,  J.A. — The  plaintiffs'  right  to  a  specific  perform- 
ance was  contested  on  the  grounds  that  there  never  was  any 
concluded  contract,  or  at  all  events  no  such  contract  evidenced 
by  writing  sufficient  to  bind  the  defendant  within  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Statute  of  Frauds ;  that  if  there  was  anv  con- 
tract  it  was  not  with  the  defendant,  but  with  the  firm  of  Play- 
fair  &  White ;  and  that,  in  any  case,  there  was  such  a  mistake 
or  misunderstanding  with  regard  to  the  subject-matter  of  the 
contract  as  to  justify  the  withholding  of  the  relief  of  specific 
performance.  It  was  also  contended  that  plaintiffs  were  un- 
able to  make  title  to  or  convey  the  property  to  defendant. 

The  evidence  of  the  contract  between  the  parties,  so  far  as 
it  is  required  to  be  in  writing,  is  contained  in  correspondence, 
and  it  was,  of  course,  a  necessary  part  of  the  plaintiffs'  case 
that  they  should  shew,  not  only  that  there  had  been  a  final 
agreement  come  to  between  them  and  the  defendant,  but  that 
the  terms  of  it  were  evidenced  in  a  manner  to  satisfy  iho 
Statute  of  Frauds. 

[The  learned  Judge  then  stated  and  commented  upon 
the  facts  shewing  the  course  of  dealing  leading  to  the  con- 
tract, and  set  out  the  letters  which  passed  between  the 
parties.] 

The  defendant  first  wrote  to  the  plaintiffs:  "Re  your 
berths  in  Mills,  Pringle,  and  Lount.  Mr.  Benson  made  a 
very  careful  estimate  of  them,  and  he  is  three  millions  less 
than  you  claimed,  and  then  the  pine  is  scattered,  and  will 
cost  quite  a  lot  extra  to  lumber.  .  .  .  Some  of  the  pine 
of  a  very  nice  quality.  Taking  everything  into  account,  very 
best  I  can  give  for  outfit  would  be  $45,000."  The  plaintiffs' 
answer  was :  "  In  reply  to  your  letter  of  the  20th  ult.,  in  re 
the  white  pine  timber  on  berths  No.  4  Lount,  No.  2  Mills, 
and  3  and  4  Pringle,  and  the  spruce  12  inches  and  up  in 
No.  4  Lount,  district  of  Parry  Sound,  recently  offered  you 
and  explored  by  your  Mr.  Benson,  we  hereby  accept  your 
offer  of  $45,000  cash,  subject  to  Crown  timber  regulalions/*^ 
The  defendant  received  this  letter  on  4th  October,  and  wrote 
plaintiffs  as  follows :  "  Yours  of  the  3rd  duly  received.  Note 
you  say  the  spruce  12  inches  and  up  in  Lount,  whereas  the 
agreement  is  for  all  timber  in  this  berth.  Kindly  have  this 
fixed." 

The  matter  rested  until  the  8th  October,  when  a  conver- 
sation took  place  over  the  telephone,  the  upshot  of  which  wa? 
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that  plaintiffs'  conceded  all  the  timber  in  Lount,  and  both 
parties  wrote  on  the  same  day.  Plaintiffs'  letter  (exhibit  5) 
was:  "Your  letter  of  the  4th  duly  received.  We  are  sur- 
prised  to  hear  you  claim  that  the  agreement  was  to  include 
all  the  timber  in  berth  4  in  Lount.  ...  To  close  the 
matter  at  once,  we  will  let  the  other  timber  on  this  berth  go 
in.  You  will,  therefore,  please  advise  what  day  this  week 
you  will  pay  the  money  and  complete  the  transaction."  "De- 
fendant's letter  (exhibit  6)  was:  "Sorry  we  had  the  wee 
discussion  over  the  'phone,  but  from  the  start  I  understood 
that  Lount  went  in  just  as  you  had  it,  but  only  the  pine  in 
Mills  and  Pringle.  As  arranged  this  a.m.,  you  transfer  your 
license  of  Lount — which  takes  in  all  the  timber— rand  the 
pine  on  the  other  two.  Will  advise  you  when  to  send  papers 
in  a  few  days." 

Defendant  deposed  as  follows  on  examination  for  dis- 
covery: "  I  received  the  letter,  exhibit  5,  in  reply  to  my  letter 
of  the  4th  October.  I  asked  him  to  kindlv  have  it  fixed  about 
the  spruce.  He  assented  to  everything,  and  put  in  exhibit  5 
as  regards  the  timber.  I  would  think  I  had  not  received  the 
letter  of  the  8th  October  (exhibit  5)  when  I  wrote  exhibit  6. 
Before  writing  6  I  had  a  conversation  with  Mr.  Burton  over 
the  'phone;  it  was  with  reference  to  the  timber  in  Lount. 
He  was  trying  to  hold  out  the  spruce  under  12  inches  and 
other  timbers.  I  think  he  said  over  the  telephone  that  he 
would  let  everything  go.  .  .  .  After  that  conversation  I 
wrote  him  the  letter  of  8th  October  (exhibit  6).  That  part 
of  our  conversation  was  reduced  to  writing  by  these  two 
letters." 

The  defendant's  own  statement  and  the  two  letters  estab- 
lish a  completed  bargain  and  agreement  between  the  parties, 
evidenced  in  writing  under  the  hand  of  the  defendant. 

The  next  question  is,  a  binding  contract  between  the 
parties  being  established,  has  the  defendant  shewn  any  reason 
why  he  should  not  perform  it? 

The  point  suggested  at  the  trial  that  the  agreement  was 
-conditional  upon  the  defendant  being  able  to  make  satisfac- 
tory financial  arrangements  was  not  pressed  in  this  Court, 
:and  is  not  sustainable  on  the  evidence. 

The  contention  that  the  contract  was  not  with  the  de- 
fendant, but  with  Playfair  &  White,  also  fails.  The  defen- 
dant was  dealing  as  a  principal  with  the  plaintiffs,  and  con- 
ducted all  the  correspondence  in  his  own  name,  and  as  if  the 
transaction  was  wholly  on  his  own  behalf,  and  the  plaintiffs 
were  dealing  with  and  looking  to  him  in  the  affair.     White 
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was  not  recognized  as  a  party  by  the  plaintUBfs,  and  was 
neither  a  party  to  the  agreement  nor  to  the  writings  evidenc- 
ing it. 

It  cannot  be  found  upon  the  evidence  that  there  was  any 
fluch  mistake  or  misapprehenBion  with  regard  to  what  was 
being  purchased  as  should  prevent  specific  performance. 
There  were  no  representations  as  to  the  limits  or  the  presence 
or  absence  of  settlers  made  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  Benson  was 
fully  aware  of  the  facts  with  regard  to  settlers,  and  set  ihem 
forth  in  his  report.  There  was  also  a  reference  to  them  dur- 
ing the  discussion  on  the  2nd  October,  and  the  defendant 
then  made  no  objection,  but  went  on  with  the  negotiations, 
and  finally  closed  the  bargain  with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts 
or  with  such  knowledge  as  should  have  put  him  on  furttier 
inquiry.  He  must  be  taken  to  have  decided  to  accept  the 
limits  as  they  then  were,  if  he  could  get  them  for  $45,000. 

The  objection  to  the  plaintiffs*  want  of  title  is  disposed 
of  by  the  form  of  the  judgment,  which  only  compels  the  de- 
fendant to  take  the  property  in  case  a  good  title  is  made.  It 
is  not  a  valid  objection  to  an  action  by  a  vendor  that  af  the 
time  of  the  contract  he  has  not  the  legal  estate  or  title  to  the 
property  vested  in  him,  provided  he  is  in  a  position  to  procnie 
it  to  be  vested  in  the  purchaser.  And,  as  a  general  rule, 
questions  of  title  are  not  disposed  of  at  the  trial  of  an  action 
for  specific  performance,  but  are  properly  the  subject  of  a 
reference.  Furthermore,  if  the  defendant  desires  the  ques- 
tion of  the  plaintiffs*  title  to  be  dealt  with  at  the  trial,  he 
must  see  that  the  defect  or  supposed  defect  is  prominently 
put  forward  in  the  pleadings :  Lucas  v.  James,  7  Ha.  at  p. 
425.  See  also  Harris  v.  Robinson,  21  S.  C.  R.  at  p.  400. 
Here  the  question  of  title  was  not  raised  by  the  statement  of 
defence,  and  it  was  properly  made  the  subject  of  a  reference 
to  the  Master. 

The  judgment  should  be  aflSrmed  with  costs. 


September  19th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

LEWIS  V.  DEMPSTER. 

Oontract-^Furnishing  and  Erecting  Monument—Dispute  as  to  IM/n 
Sielected— Performance  of  Work^Assiffnment  of  OontracP-A<^^ 
hy  Assignees— AppeaV-Reversal  of  Judgment  o»  g«€8t«0M  of 
Pact. 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  judgment  of  Boyd,  C,  dis- 
missing the  action  with  costs. 
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The  plaintiffs  alleged  that  in  March,  1900,  the  defendant 
gave  to  a  firm  of  Mclntjrre  &  Gardiner  an  order  in  writing 
for  a  grave  stone  or  monument  of  red  Scotch  granite  of  the 
kind  known  as  "  Hill  o^  Fair/^  to  be  delivered  and  set  up  in 
a  cemetery,  for  $1,500,  and  that  the  order  was  duly  executed ; 
that  Mclntyre  &  Gardiner  duly  assigned  to  plaintiffs  all  claim 
against  defendant  in  respect  of  such  order,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant was  duly  notified  in  writing  of  the  assignment;  and 
the  plaintiffs  sought  to  recover  $1,600,  less  $54,  the  expense 
of  putting  in  the  foundation  for  the  monument,  which  was 
paid  by  defendant. 

There  were  several  defences,  but  the  main  contest  at  the 
trial  was  in  reference  to  one  which  was  added  at  the  trial,  viz., 
that  the  monument  erected  by  Mclntyre  &  Gardiner  was 
made  and  erected  according  to  an  entirely  different  design 
from  the  one  selected  by  defendant. 

The  plaintiffs  proved  the  execution  of  and  put  in  an  in- 
strument in  writing  signed  by  Mclntyre  &  Gardiner,  by 
which  they  purported  to  assign  to  plaintiffs  all  tlieir  claim 
against  defendant,  amounting  to  $1,446  and  interest,  for 
goods  supplied  under  contract  dated  8th  March,  1900,  or 
otherwise  howsoever;  and  also  proved  notice  thereof  to  de- 
fendant. They  also  proved  the  signature  of  defendant  to  two 
documents,  the  first  of  which  was  an  order  for  red  granite 
grave-stones  "  design  No.  E.  M.  Lewis  Keporter  Design,"  and 
the  second  an  order  for  "  one  set  of  Hill  o'  Fair  Scotch  gran- 
ite grave-stones." 

The  monument  furnished  and  put  up  in  defendant's  plot 
in  the  cemetery  was  of  "Hill  o'  Fair"  red  Scotch  granite, 
substantially  answering  in  appearance  and  design  to  tlie  de- 
sign produced  by  plaintiffs. 

The  defendant  did  not  dispute  his  signature,  but  swore 
that  the  design  specified  in  the  first  of  the  papers,  viz.,  "  E. 
M.  Lewis  Eeporter  Design,"  was  not  in  the  paper  when  he 
signed  it,  and  that  thq  design  produced  by  plaintiffs  as  the 
one  he  selected  was  never  shewn  to  or  seen  or  selected  by  him, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  an  entirely  different  design  was  shewn 
to  and  selected  by  him. 

The  Chancellor  found  upon  the  evidence,  a  great  deal  of 
which  was  contradictory,  that  credit  was  to  be  given  to  that 
of  defendant;  that  the  monument  erected  in  the  cemetery 
was  not  what  defendant  contracted  for  or  expected  to  get; 
that  it  was  different  in  colour  and  design;  that  defendant, 
had  had  no  opportunity  of  seeing  the  monument  until  he  saw 
it  for  the  first  time  in  the  cemetery,  and  that  he  then  con- 
demned it  both  as  to  colour   and   design  —  the  pillars   and 
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panels  not  being  as  ordered;  that  it  had  not  been  explained 
to  defendant  that  the  greater  part  of  the  granite  would  be  so 
treated  by  the  process  of  fine  axing  as  to  present  a  white  or 
light  appearance,  and  only  the  polished  tablets  be  dark  in 
colour;  and  therefore  that  defendant  was  not  bound  to  ac- 
cept or  pay  for  the  monument. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  J.  N.  Fish,  Orangeville,  iot 

apj)ellants,  plaintiffs. 

T.  Hislop,  for  defendant. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O..  OsleR, 
Maclennan,  Moss,  J  J.  A. — Lister,  J.  A.,  having  died  after 
the  argument)  was  delivered  by 

Moss,  J.A.,  who,  after  setting  out  the  "facts  and  the  evid- 
ence, and  disposing  in  favour  of  plaintiffs  of  the  ques^tion 
whether,  assuming  the  monument  to  be  of  the  design  sel^<^^^> 
it  so  corresponded  in  workmanship  and  detail  with  the  design 
as  to  justify  plaintiffs  in  maintaining  that  the  contract  l^^d 
been  so  performed  as  to  entitle  them  to  be  paid  for  it,,  pro- 
ceeded as  follows: — 

The  next  objection  is  that  the  assignment  to  the  plaixi*^^^ 
does  not  entitle  them  to  maintain  this  action  in  their  o'wn 
names. 

It  is  said  that  the  instrument  is  not  an  absolute  aBS^S^" 
ment  and  that  it  is  shewn  that  the  plaintiffs  are  not  the  bene- 
ficial owners  of  the  claim.    "  But  it  purports  to  be  an  absol^^^ 
assignment    and   does   operate   to  pass   the  legal   interest. 
It  is  not  necessary  for  this  purpose  to  use  the  wor^L  "  assigp^ 
or  any  particular  words,  so  long  as  the  effect  of  the  wTi^^S 
is  to  transfer  the  interest  to  the  assignees.    The  intention  ^^^ 
to  transfer  the  interest  so  as  to  enable  the  assignees  to  ^^^' 
The  'fact  that  the  fruits  will  be  held  by  them  in  trust  do^^  ^^ 
the  less  make  it  an  absolute  assignment  under  the  Judic^^ 
Act,  there  being  an  assignment  which  purports  to  be  abs<^^^  . ' 
and  which  the  parties  intended  to  be  so:    Warren,  Cho^^ 
Action,  2nd  ed.,  p.  164,  and  cases  cited.    The  case  of    ^ 
cantile  Bank  of  London  v.  Evans,  [1899]   2  Q.  B.  61^^  ^^ 
which  reliance  was  placed,  does  not  govern  this  case.     "T*"*^  ^  ' 
as  was  pointed  out  by  the  Court  of  Appeal,  the  instrU-^* 
did  not  purport  to  be  an  absolute  assignment,  and  wa^    P    • 
bably  only  an  assignment  bv  way  of  charge.     The  ^^"^^^^^ 
Comfort  V.  Betts,  [1891]  1  Q.  B.>37,  is  in  point,  and  ^^.^1 
that  the  assignment  in  question  here  is  an  absolute  as^^  ^ 
ment  within  the  Judicature  Act.     It  is  to  be  noted  that   ^^^^ 
this  point  was  under  discussion  at  the  trial,  the  le^*^ 
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Chancellor  expressed  the  opinion  that  there  was  nothing  in 
it,  and  said  that,  if  necessary,  he  would  allow  Mclntyre 
(meaning  no  doubt  Mclntyre  &  Gardiner)  to  be  inade  a 
party.  There  is  no  reason  w^hy  the  leave  thus  given  should 
not  be  extended  by  this  Court  if  the  plaintiffs  desire  to  avail 
themselves  of  it. 

To  return  to  the  main  issue  of  whether  the  monument  is 
of  the  design  selected  and  ordered  by  defendant.    The  first 
question  to  be  determined  is  whether   when   the   defendant 
signed  the  paper  dated  the  8th  March,  1900,  it  contained  the 
words  '^E.  M.  Lewis  Eeporter  Design/'  which  now  appear 
written  therein,  in  the  handwriting  of  E.  J.  Eamsay,  the  fore- 
man in  Mclntyre  &  Gardiner's  shop.    It  was  he  who  procured 
the  order  for  the  monument  and  handed  it  to  Mclntyre  on 
the  same  day  within  three  hours  of  the  time  it  was  signed. 
When  Mclntyre  received  it,  it  was  in  the  same  condition  as 
it  is  now.     The  defendant's  case  is  that  the  words  in  question 
were  inserted  after  he  signed  it.    It  being  undoubtedly  signed 
by  him,  and  it  being  produced  in  its  present  condition,  the 
onus  is  on  him  to  establish  conclusively  that  it  was  altered 
after  he  attached  his  signature.     His  contention  involves  a 
charge  of  a  very  seridu:^  offence  against  Eamsay,  and  no  mo- 
tive is  suggested.    The  learned  Chanceller  has  made  no  ex- 
press finding  on  this  important  question.     .     .     .     General 
statements  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  displace  the  weighty 
consideration  that  if  the  order  of  8th  March  was  in  its^  pre- 
sent condition  when  the  defendant  signed   it,  he  had  then 
selected  an  E.  M.  Lewis  Eeporter  Design,  find  that  at  the  trial 
he  utterly  failed  to  shew  any  E.  M.  Lewis  Eeporter  Desipna 
corresponding  in  the  least  degree  with  the  design  which  he 
alleges  he  selected.     .     .     .     An  attempt  was  made  at  the 
trial  to  raise  an  inference  that  the  ink  with  which  the  words 
in  question  are  written  is  not  the  same  as  the  rest  of  the  writ- 
ing.    An  inspection  of  the  paper  does  not  lead  to  that  con- 
clusion.    On  the  contrary,  it  leads  to  the  conviction  that  all 
the  writing  was  done  at  the  same  time.     .     .     .     The  defend- 
ant deliberately  charged  Eamsay  with  forgery.     The  latter 
denies  in  the  most  emphatic  way  that  he  touched  the  paper 
with  a  pen  or  made  any  alteration  after  it  was  signed,  and  the 
circumstances,  as  well  as  the  probabilities,  are  in  his  favour. 
.     .    Upon  the  whole  case,  I  think  the  defendant  has 
failed  to  establish  that   when   he   signed   the   order  of   8th 
March  the  words  "  E.  M.  Lewis  Eeporter  Design "  were  not 
in  it,  and  that  the  finding  of  fact  ought  to  be  that  the  order 
was  in  the  condition  it  is  now  in  when  the  defendant  put  his 
signature  to  it,  and  that  the  E.  M.  Lewis  Eeporter  Design 
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fherein  mentioned  is  the  design  produced  by  the  appellants 
and  sworn  to  by  Bamsay  as  the  one  selected  by  the  defendant. 

•  •  a  •  _  •  > 

I  have  not  overlooked  the  argument  that  to  allow  the 
appeal  is  to  overrule  the  findings  of  the  trial  Judge  upon 
conflicting  testimony.  I  have  already  shewn  that  there  are 
no  specific  findings  upon  the  material  questions  in  issue  be- 
tween the  parties.  But  the  rule  invoked  has  no  application 
save  where  there  is  a  direct  conflict  of  testimony  on.  some 
material  point,  and  there  are  no  circumstances  one  way  or  the 
other.  This  was  pointed  out  in  Morrison  v.  Robinson,  19 
Gr.  480,  by  the  present  Chief  Justice  of  Canada,  then  Vice- 
Chancellor  Strong,  at  p.  487.  See,  also,  Coghlan  v.  Cumber- 
land, [1898]  1  Ch.  704.  In  the  present  case  there  are  cir- 
cumstances which,  in  my  judgment,  are  quite  sufficient  to 
outweigh  the  statements  of  the  defendant  and  his  witnes^^ 
where  they  are  in  conflict  with  the  docufiients  and  the  testi- 
mony of  the  appellants'  witnesses. 

I  would  allow  the  appeal. 


September  19th,  1902. 
C.  A. 
GABY  V.  CITY  OF  TOEONTO. 

Indemnity— Contract— Construction    of   Works   for   Municipal    Cor- 

m 

poration— Liability  for  Injuries  to  Persons — Provisions  of  Ctofi- 
tract-'Agreemcnt  with  Another  Contractor— Want  of  Privity— 
Costs  of  Defending  Action — Third  Party. 

An  appeal  by  one  Crang,  a  third  party,  from  the  judgment 
of  MacMahon,  J.,  at  the  trial,  was  heard  at  the  same  time 
as  the  defendants'  appeal,  the  result  of  which  is  reported 
ante  440. 

The  plaintiff  sued  defendants  for  'negligently  allowing 
a  certain  street  in  their  municipality  to  be  out  of  repair  by 
leaving  an  open  or  uncovered  pit  or  excavation  therein,  into 
which  one  Levi  Gaby,  the  plaintiff's  husband,  while  lawfully 
using  the  street,  fell,  and  thereby  met  with  the  injury  which 
caused  his  death.  The  defendants  brought  the  appellant, 
James  Crang,  into  the  action  as  a  third  party  in  the  usual 
way,  alleging  that  the  disrepair  of  the  street  was  occasioned 
by  his  negligence,  and  that  they  were  by  statute  or  by  the 
terms  of  some  contract  between  them  entitled  to  be  indem- 
nified by  him  against  any  damages  the  plaintiff  might  re- 
cover in  the  action.  The  action  against  the  city  corporation 
and  the  claim  against  the  third  party  were  tried  at  the  same 
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time  before  MacMahon,  J.  The  plaintiff  obtained  judgment 
against  the  corporation,  and  the  appellant  was  held  liable  to 
indemnify  the  latter  against  plaintiff's  judgment  and  costs. 
From  the  judgment  in  favour  of  plaintiff,  defendants  and 
third  party  appealed,  contending  that  no  actionable  negli- 
gence had  been  proved  against  the  corporation,  and  that  the 
deceased  had  been  guilty  of  contributory  negligence.  The 
third  party  also  appealed  generally  from  the  judgment 
awarding  indemnity  to  the  defendants.  The  latter  is  the  ap- 
peal now  in  question. 

The  appellant  by  deed  contracted  with  defendants  to  per- 
form all  the  excavation,  filling,  masonry,  and  brick  work 
required  in  the  erection  and  completion  of  the  new  St.  Law- 
rence market,  in  the  city  of  Toronto.  Excavations  were  made 
by  the  appellant,  and  into  one  of  them,  which  had  been  neg- 
ligently l^ft  imcovered,  as  f oimd  by  the  Court,  the  plaintiff's 
husband  fell. 

The  appellant  was  required,  by  general  condition  1  of  his 
contract,  to  "properly  protect  his  work  during  progress.''  By 
clause  13  it  was  provided  that  defendants  should  not  in  any 
manner  be  answerable  for  injury  to  any  person  or  persons, 
either  workmen  or  the  public,  "  against  all  which  injuries  to 
persons  or  property  the  contractor  will  properly  guard,  and 
make  good  all  damage  which  may  arise  or  be  occasioned  by 
any  cause  connected  with  this  contract  or  the  work  done  by 
the  contractor,  and  will  indemnify  and  keep  indemnified  the 
corporation  against  the  same  until  the  completion  of  alfthe 
works."  And  by  his  bond  the  appellant  was  bound  to  indem- 
nify the  defendants  against  loss  or  damage  by  reason  of  the 
execution  of  the  works. 

An  agreement  was  also  made  between  one  Macintosh  and 
defendants  for  the  performance  of  the  carpenter  and  joiner 
work  of  the  new  market,  by  one  of  the  general  conditions  of 
which  it  was  provided  that  "the  carpenter  shall  erect  and 
maintain  the  hoarding  of  Front  and  West  Market  and  Jarvis 
streets.  .  .  .  This  hoarding  shall  be  constructed  accord- 
ing to  the  building  by-laws  and  to  the  satisfaction  ,of  the 
architect."  The  architect,  under  the  authority  of  another 
clause  of  the  contract,  thought  proper  to  waive  and  dispense 
with  the  construction  of  the  hoarding.  Macintosh's  con- 
tract was  not  referred  to  in  or  made  a  part  of  the  appellant's 
contract,  and  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  appellant  knew 
that  he  had  agreed  to  erect  a  hoarding  or  that  the  defendants' 
architect  had  absolved  them  from  doing  so. 

J.  Bicknell,  K.C.,  and  J.  W.  Bain,  for  the  appellant. 
A.  F.  Lobb  and  W.  C.  Chisholm,  for  defendants. 
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The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
Garrow,  JJ.A.)  was  delivered  by 

OsLER,  J. A., -who,  after  setting  out  the  facts,  continued : — 
Either  or  both  of  these  provisions  (clause  13  of  the  appel- 
lant's contract  and  his  bond)  prima  facie  warrant,  in  one 
form  or  another,  a  judgment  for  indemnification  of  the  re- 
spondents, and  that  has  hardly  been  contested.  But  the  ap- 
pellant urges  that  under  the  agreement  with  Macintosh  a 
duty  was  cast  upon  the  resppndents  to  fence  off  or  picket  by 
a  hoarding  or  other  guard  that  part  of  the  street  within  which 
his  work  was  being  done,  and  that  it  was  owing  to  their 
neglect  of  this  obligation  that  the  locus  in  quo  was  left  open 
to  access  by  the  deceased.     .     .     . 

Under  the  circumstances,  it  must,  in  my  opinion,  be  held 
that  the  appellant  is  not  in  privity  with  Macintosh's  contract 
The  two  contracts  are  separate  and  distinct.  Hi?  own  con- 
tract is  absolute,  and  bv  the  terms  of  it  he  must  abide. 

I  notice  Mr.  Bicknell's  contention  that  his  client  should 
not  have  been  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  incurred  by  the  city 
in  defending  the  action.  In  doing  this  their  course  was  not 
unreasonable;  the  appellant  did  not  offer  to  assume  the  bur- 
den of  the  defence,  and  the  appellant's  liability  under  sucK 
circumstances  may  well  be  rested  on  his  contract. 

We  can  only  dismiss  the  appeal. 


*  September  19th,  1902. 

C.  A. 

THOKNE  V.  PABSOXS. 

Will^-Construction— Gift—Intention   to   Inclu4^   Ohoaea  in  Actionr— 
Reference— Appeal  from  Report— Looking  at  Original  Will — Vogts. 

An  appeal  by  defendants  H.  Thome,  A.  ^I.  Thome,  and 
C.  Thome  from  an  order  of  a  Divisional  Court  reversing  the 
finding  of  the  Master  in  Ordinar}'  upon  a  reference  in  an 
action  involving  the  construction  of  the  will  of  William 
Thome. 

The  appeal  was  heard  by  Meredith,  C.J.,  Osler,  Mac* 
lenxan,  Moss,  Lister,  JJ.A. 

D.  0.  Cameron  and  T.  J.  Blain,  Brampton,  for  appel- 
lants. 

S.  H..  Blake,  K.C.,  for  respondents  J.  M.  Thome  and  ^• 
H.  Parsons. 

W.  T.  J.  Tjcc,  for  respondent  W.  H.  Thorne. 
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D.  W.  Saunders,  for  respondents  P.  M.  A.  Thorne  and 
others. 

Moss,  J.A. : — The  original  judgment  in  this  action  con- 
tained, amongst  pther  provisions,  a  reference  to  the  Master  in 
Ordinary  to  pass  the  accounts  of  the  dealings  of  the  executors 
and  trustees  named  in  the  will  of  the  testator,  William 
Thorne,  ^^ath  the  estate  which  came  to  their  hands,  and  to  fix 
their  compensation. 

In  proceeding  with  the  reference,  the  Master  in  Ordinary 
found  that  certain  persons,  including  Horace  Thome,  Anna 
Maria  Thorne,  and  Catherine  Thorne,  should  he  enabled  to- 
attend  the  proceedings,  and  he  therefore  caused  them  to  be 
served,  and  thereafter  they  were  treated  and  named  as  parties 
defendants  in  accordance  with  the  Con.  Rules. 

Horace  Thorne,  Anna  Maria  Thorne,  and  Catherine 
Thorne  did  thereafter  attend  the  proceedings  in  the  Master's 
office;  and  filed  surcharges  and  objections  to  the  accounts 
filed  by  the  executors  and  trustees.  Among  other  objections, 
they  sought  to  surcharge  the  executors  and  trustees  with  the 
amount  of  certain  monevs  said  to  have  been  received  on  ac- 
count  of  an  indebtedness  owing  to  the  testator  by  the  part- 
nership firm  of  W.  H.  &  B.  J.  Thorne,  which  consisted  of 
William  Henry  Thome  and  Benjamin  J.  Thome,  who  at  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  will  and  of  the  testator's  death 
were  carrying  on  business  at  Holland  Landing  as  tanners 
and  otherwise,  on  premises  owned  by  the  testator. 

The  surcharging  parties  are  the  persons  now  entitled  to 
certain  annuities,  the  payment  of  which  was  charged  upon 
that  part  of  the  property  of  the  testator  at  Holland  Landing 
which  passed  under  the  will  to  William  Henry  Thorne;  and 
the  contention  of  the  surcharging  parties  before  the  Master 
was  that  the  indebtedness  of  the  firm  of  W.  H.  &  B.  J.  Thorne 
was  part  of  the  testator's  property  which  did  pass  to  W.  H. 
Thorne.  Their  contention  was  upheld  by  the  Master,  but, 
upon  appeal  to  a  Divisional  Court  by  tlie  plaintiff  John  Mills 
Thome  and  the  defendants  adverse  in  interest  to  the  sur- 
charging parties,  the  Master's  ruling  was  reversed.     .     .     . 

From  this  judgment  the  surcharging  parties  appealed  to 
this  Court.  The  plaintiff  W.  H.  Thorne,  who  did  not  join 
in  the  appeal  to  the  Divisional  Court,  and  was  therefore  made 
a  respondent,  and  was  included  with  the  other  respondents 
in  the  order  of  the  Divisional  Court  for  payment  of  the 
costs  of  that  appeal,  appeared  on  the  argument  of  the  appeal 
to  this  Court,  and  complained  that  he  was  improperly  charged 
with  such  costs. 
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Upon  the  main  question  I  see  no  reason  to  differ  from  the 
Divisional  Court.  The  words  of  gift  to  W.  H.  Thome  arc: 
*'  My  mill,  tannery,  houses,  lands,  and  all  my  real  estate  and 
property  whatsoever  and  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever  at 
Holland  Landing/^  Undoubtedly  these  words,  if  left  to  their 
ordinary  signification,  are  wide  enough  to  include  personal 
property  and  effects,  and  even  a  debt  owing  to  the  testator  in 
respect  of  property  owned  by  him  at  Holland  Landing. 

The  question  in  a  case  of  this  kind  is,  whether  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  testator  to  include  book  debts  in  the  gift,  and 
this  must  be  discovered  by  reading  the  whole  will. 

[Eeference  to  Horsefield  v.  Ashton,  2  Jur.  N.  S.  at  p. 
195;  In  re  Prater,  Designe  v.  Beare,  37  Ch.  D.  at  p.  486; 
Earl  Tyrone  v.  Marquis  of  Waterf  ord,  1  De  G.  F.  &  J.  at  p. 
631.] 

But  in  the  will  before  us  there  is  much  in  the  context  to 
control  the  ordinarily  extensive  signification  of  the  words 
employed  in  the  gift  to  W.  H.  Thome,  and  to  shew  that  it 
was  not  the  testator^s  intention  to  give  him  more  than  the 
real  property  and  property  savouring  of  realty.  Much 
stress  has  been  laid  on  the  many  general  words  following  the 
descriptive  words  in  the  devise,  and  it  was  argued  that  the 
doctrine  of  ejusdem  generis  is  not  to  be  applied.  But  the 
cases  shew  that  where  there  is  found  the  intention  to  deal 
with  property  referred  to  as  being  in  a  particular  locality,  the 
necessity  is  no  longer  felt  of  giving  effect  to  all  those  general 
words  which  follow  the  enumeration  of  the  particulars.  This 
was  pronounced  by  Kekewich,  J.,  in  Northey  v.  Paxton,  60 
L.  T.  at  p.  31,  to  be  the  real  principle,  and  to  be  equally  ap- 
plicable whether  the  enumeration  is  slender  or  otherwise, 
provided,  of  course,  that  the  context  and  the  circumstances 
generally  allow  of  the  application. 

The  provisions  which  follow  the  words  of  gift  to  W.  H. 
Thome  contain  more  than  one  reference  to  the  testator^s  pro- 
perty at  Holland  Landing,  which  might  be  considered  as 
equally  applicable  whether  the  testator  intended  both  real  and 
personal  property,  or  only  the  former,  to  be  included.  But, 
as  pointed  out  by  Street,  J.,  the  clause  which  he  has  termed 
the  3rd  paragraph  of  the  will,  makes  a  distinct  separation 
between  the  two  kinds  of  property,  and  plainly  indicates  that 
the  personal  estate,  money  and  securities  for  money,  were 
not  given  to  W.  H.  Thome.  In  that  paragraph  the  testator 
was  making  a  provision  (for  an  annuity  to  his  wife  to  be 
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charged  upon  his  general  estate,  except  his  property  at  Hol- 
land Landing.  And  if  he  intended  or  supposed  that  it  had 
been  all  given  to  W.  H.  Thome  by  what  Street,  J.,  terms 
the  2nd  paragraph  of  the  will,  it  would  have  been  sufficient 
for  him  to  have  said :  "  But  I  hereby  except  my  said  property 
at  Holland  Landing  aforesaid  from  the  payment  of  any  por- 
tion of  such  last  mentioned  annuity  to  my  said  wife:"  and 
stopped  there.  But  he  proceeds,  "as  well  as  my  personal 
estate,  money  and  securities  for  money,  also  at  Holland  Land- 
ing aforesaid."  This  makes  it  plain  that  by  the  words  "  my 
said  property  at  Holland  Landing  aforesaid,"  he  did  not  in- 
tend to  include  his  personal  estate,  money  and  securities  for 
money,  at  Holland  Landing. 

Referring  again  to  what  has  been  termed  the  2nd  para- 
graph, it  is  manifest  that  the  testator  intended  to  charge  the 
property  he  was  giving  to  W.  H.  Thorne,  with  the  payment 
of  certain  annuities  and  legacies.  He  says,  "  I  hereby  charge 
the  said  Holland  Landing,  property,"  that  is,  the  Holland 
Landing  property  he  had  just  given  to  W.  H.  Thome.  Then 
in  the  exception  in  what  has  been  termed  the  3rd  paragraph, 
he  uses  not  quite  but  substantially  the  same  expression,  viz., 
''my  said  property  at  Holland  Landing  aforesaid"  and  so 
a^ain  indicates  the  property  he  Tiiad  given  to  W.  H.  Thome. 
Then  follow  the  words  already  quoted  which  interpret  the 
foregoing  words  as  not  including  the  personal  estate,  money 
and  securities  for  money,  at  Holland  Landing.  And  this 
construction  leads  to  the  exclusion  of  any  claim  of  W.  H. 
Thome  to  the  book  debts  in  question. 

I  have  arrived  at  this  conclusion  without  reference  to  the 
appearance  of  the  original  will.  If  we  are  at  liberty  to  look 
at  it  for  the  purposes  of  construction — ^as  to  which  see  Child 
V.  Ellsworth,  2  DeG.  M.  &  G.  683;  Manning  v.  Purcell,  7 
DeG.  M.  &  G.  55;  Gauntlett  v.  Carter,  17  Beav.  590;  Turner 
V.  Hellard,  30  Ch.  D.  390 — an  inspection  of  what  has  been 
termed  the  2nd  paragraph  lends  support  to  the  view  that  the 
testator^s  intention  was  not  to  include  in  the  gift  to  W.  H. 
Thome  the  personal  estate,  moneys  and  securities  for  money, 
at  Holland  Landing. 

As  to  the  order  for  costs  against  the  plaintiff  W.  H. 
Thome,  counsel  appeared  for  him  before  the  Divisional 
Court  and  was  heard  in  opposition  to  the  appeal.  He  appears 
not  to  have  contented  himself  with  submitting  his  rights  as 
a  trustee,  but  to  have  actively  intervened  as  a  contestant.  He 
seems  to  have  made  common  cause  with  the  other  respon- 
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dents,  and  for  this  reason  was  included  with  them  in  the 
order  for  costs. 

The  appeal  should  be  dismissed. 
Mac  LEX  NAN,  J.  A.,  wrote  an  opinion  concurring. 
Meredith,  C.J.,  and  Osler,  J.A.,  also  concurred. 
Lister,  J. A.,  died  while  the  case  was  sub  judice. 


September  19th,  1902. 
C.  A. 
ARMSTRONG  v.  CANADA  ATLANTIC  R.  W.  CO. 

Ma«tcr  and   Servant— Injury   to   Servant— Death — Workmen*8   Com- 
pensation Aet—Notiee  of  Injury— Exeuse  for  Want  of— Evidence 

m 

—Statement  of  Deceased — Negligence — Cause  of  Injury — Jury. 

An  appeal  by  defendants  from  the  order  of  a  Divisional 
Court  (2  0.  L.  R.  219)  setting  aside  nonsuit  entered  by 
MacMahon,  J.,  in  an  action  by  the  widow  and  infant  child 
of  Charles  Armstrong  to  recover  damages  for  his  death  al- 
leged to  have  been  caused  by  the  defendants'  negligence,  and 
directing  a  new  trial. 

F.  H.  Chrysler,  K.C.,  for  appellants. 

A.  E.  Fripp,  Ottawa,  for  plaintiffs. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  Osler, 
Maclennan,  Moss,  JJ.A. — Lister,  J.A.,  having  died  after 
the  argument)  was  delivered  by 

Osler,  J. A.,  who,  after  stating  the  facts,  continued: — 
The  first  question  raised  is  as  to  the  failure  of  the  plaintiffs 
to  give  the  notice  required  by  sec.  9  of  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation for  Injuries  Act,  R.  S.  0.  ch.  160.  It  is  contended 
by  counsel  for  the  defendants  that  the  finding  of  the  learned 
trial  Judge  that  no  notice  that  the  injury  had  been  sustained 
was  given  within  twelve  weeks  from  the  occurrence  of  the 
accident  causing  the  death  of  the  deceased,  as  required  by 
sec.  9,  and  that  no  reasonable  excuse  for  the  want  of  such 
notice  was  offered  or  proved,  being  findings  of  fact,  should 
not  have  been  interfered  with  by  the  Court.  That  section 
is  in  these  words :  "  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  sections 
13  and  14,  an  action  for  the  recovery,  under  this  Act,  of 
compensation  for  an  injury  shall  not  be  maintainable  against 
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the  employer  of  the  workman,  imless  notice  that  injury  has 
been  sustained  is  given  within  twelve  weeks,  and  the  action 
is  commenced  within  six  months  from  the  occurrence  of  the 
accident  causing  the  injury,  or  in  case  of  death  within  twelve 
months  from  the  time  of  injury ;  provided  always  that  in  case 
of  death  the  want  of  such  notice  shall  be  no  bar  to  the  main- 
tenance of  such  action,  if  the  Judge  shall  be  of  opinion  that 
there  was*  reasonable  excuse  for  such  want  of  notice/*  Then 
sec.  13  (5)  enacts  as  follows:  "The  want  or  insufficiency 
of  the  notice  required  by  this  section,  or  by  sec.  9  of  this  Act, 
shall  not  be  a  bar  to  the  maintenance  of  an  action  for  the 
recovery  of  compensation  for  the  injury  if  the  Court  or  Judge 
before  whom  such  action  is  tried,  or,  in  case  of  appeal,  if  the 
Court  hearing  the  appeal  is  of  opinion  that  there  was  reason- 
able excuse  for  such  want  or  insufficiency,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant has  not  been  thereby  prejudiced  in  his  defence.*' 

Section  14  goes  still  further,  enacting  that  if  the  defend- 
ant "  intends  to  rely  for  a  defence  on  the  want  of  notice  or 
the  insufficiency  of  notice    ...    he  shall,  not  less  than 
seven  days  before  the  hearing  of  the  action,  or  such  other 
time  as  may  be  fixed  by  rules  regulating  the  practice    .    .    . 
give  notice  to  the  plaintiff  of  his  intention  to  rely  on  that 
defence,  and  the  Court  may,  in  its  discretion,  and  upon  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  may  be  just  in  that  behalf,  order 
and  allow  an  adjournment  of  the  case  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  such  notice  to  be  given;  and,  subject  to  any  such 
terms  and  conditions,  any  notice  given  pursuant  to  and  in 
compliance  with  the  order  in  that  behalf,  shall,  as  to  any  such 
action  and  for  all  purposes  thereof,  be  held  to  be  a  notice 
given  pursuant  to  and  in  conformity  with  sees.  9  and  13 
of  this  Act." 

The  object  of  the  notice  is  to  protect  the  employer  against 
stale  or  manufactured  or  imaginary  claims  and  to  give  him 
an  opportunity  while  the  facts  are  recent  of  making  inquiry 
into  the  cause  and  circumstances  of  the  accident.  The  sev- 
eral clauses  which  bear  upon  the.  subject  are  very  loosely 
fitted  together,  but  the  stringency  of  the  original  provision 
has  been  much  relaxed,  and  the  injured  workman  is  evidently 
the  first  object  of  the  Legislature's  care:  cf.  E.  S.  0.  1887 
ch.  141,  sees.  7,  10  (5)  ;  52  Vict.  ch.  23,  sees.  12,  13 ;  and 
55  Vict.  ch.  30,  sees.  9,  13  (5),  14,  which  is  now  found  as  R. 
S.  O.  1897  ch.  160. 

Tn  order  to  justify  the  exercise  of  the  power  to  dispense 
with  the  notice  of  injury,  etc.,  prescribed  by  sec.  9,  it  should 
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appear  (1)  that  there  was  some  reasonable  excuse  for  not 
having  given  notice;  and  (2)  that  the  want  of  it  has  not  pre- 
judiced the  defendants  in  their  defence. 

What  may  constitute  reasonable,  excuse  for  not  giving 
notice  is  not  defined,  ^nd  must  depend  very  much  upon  the 
circumstances  of  the  particular  case. 

The  notoriety  of  the  accident  is  one  element,  and  the  em- 
ployer's knowledge  of  it  and  that  the  workman  or  his  repre- 
sentative is  in  fact  making  a  claim  upon  him  in  respect  of  it. 
is  another.  Both  these  circumstances  concur  in  the  present 
case,  and  there  is  the  additional  fact  that  the  employers  took 
the  claim  into  consideration,  but  never  gave  the  plamtif!  a 
final  answer. 

Altogether,  I  think  it  might  very  properly  have  been  held 
at  the  trial  that  there  was  reasonable  excuse  for  the  want  of 
notice,  and  also,  as  the  defendants  had  all  the  knowledge  of 
the  accident  and  claim  that  the  most  formal  notice  could 
have  given  them,  that  the  want  of  it  had  not  prejudiced  thein 
in  their  defence.  I  therefore  agree  with  the  judgment  of 
the  Divisional  Court  on  this  point.  I  cannot  but  think  that 
reasonable  excuse  for  want  of  notice  may  be  very  slight  m- 
d(H^d,  where  the  occurrence  of  the  accident  appears  to  have 
been  well  known  to  the  employer,  and  a  bona  fide  claim  for 
compensation  therefor  has  been  made,  inasmuch  as  the  Judge 
has  power  under  sec.  14,  in  the  alternative,  and  simply  in  his 
discretion,  and  on  such  terms  as  he  may  think  proper,  to 
adjourn  the  trial  of  the  action  to  enable  notice  to  be  given. 

But,  though  the  plaintiif  has  surmounted  this  initial 
difficultv  in  her  case,  there  remains  the  question  whether  there 
was  anv  reasonable  evidence  for  the  jury  that  the  death  of 
the  deceased  was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendants, 
and  on  that  point  I  feel  myself  compelled  to  take  a  different 
view  from  that  which  prevailed  in  the  Court  below. 

It  was  conceded  that  the  space  between  the  tracks  Nos.  ^ 
and  5  was  a  "way"  within  the  meaning  of  the ' Workmen J* 
Compensation  Act,  sec.  3  (1),  intended  for  or  to  be  used  m 
the  busin(>ss  of  the  employers,  and  the  sole  groimd  of  negli- 
gence relied  on  was  that  its  condition  was  defective  by  r^- 
son  of  snow  and  ice  having  been  allowed  to  accumulate 
thereon  so  as  to  render  it  unsafe  and  difficult  to  walk  upon. 
If  the  deceased  was  using  that  way,  and  walking  between 
the  tracks  and  slipped  from  them  into  track  No.  5,  and 
was  then  run  over  by  the  cars,  it  is  hardly  denied  that  tl?ere 
was  evidence  for  the  jury  of  the  defective  condition  of  tue 
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way.     If,  on  the  other  hand,  he  was  walking  along  No.  5 
track  when  he  was  struck,  the  case  falls  to  the  ground,  as 
there  is  no  evidence  of  negligence  in  the  condition  of  the 
track  or  the  management  of  the  engine.     If  deceased  had 
reached  the  space  between  tracks  4  and  5,  he  must  have  done 
BO  by  crossing  in  front  of  the  cars,  which  had  just  been  or 
were  just  being  shunted  into  the  latter  after  he  had  set  the 
switch;  in  other  words,  he  must  have  passed  to  that  place 
from  the  switch  on  the  other  side  of  tliat  track.     He  is  found 
just  behind  the  front  wheels  of  the  truck  of  the  second  car, 
the  first  car  having  been  entirely  derailed.     No  other  cause 
for  this  circumstance  is  suggested,  except  that  the  car  had 
passed  over  the  deceased,  and  it  appears  to  me  equally  con- 
sistent with  all  the  facts  in  evidence  that  he  was  struck  while 
just  crossing  the  track  in  front  of  that  car,  as  that  he  was 
walking  along  the  space  between  the  tracks  and  slipped  into 
the  track  and  under  the  first  or  second  car.     If  the  first  car 
had  not  been  derailed,  there  would  be  little  or  no  room  for 
doubt  that  deceased  was  walking  between  the  tracks,  but  that 
fact  removes  the  vital  question,  whether  he  was  walking  along 
the  track  or  between  the  tracks,  into  the  region  of  conjecture. 
The  position  in  which  deceased^s  body  was  found  cannot  as- 
sist us,  as  the  learned  trial  Judge  ol)served,  for  tlie  sudden 
collision  with  the  car  might  have  thrown  it  into  any  imagin- 
able position.     The  Court  below,  has  assumed  that  the  place 
where  he  slipped  was  between  the  tracks.     This,  however* 
assumes  the  very  question  in  issue.    Upon  that  theory  a  new 
trial  would  be  right,  because,  as  I  have  said,  there  was  evi- 
dence that  the  place  was  in  a  slippery  and  dangerous  condi- 
tion.    It  would  in  that  case  be  quite  unnecessary  to  lay  stress 
on  the  deceased's  answer  to  the  question  as  to  how  the  acci- 
dent happened.    That  was  an  answer  to  a  question  put  some 
minutes  after  the  happening  of  the  accident,  and,  evei)    if  it 
was  properly  admitted  as  being  part  of  the  res  gestae,  I  do  not 
see  how  it  aids  the  plaintiff  in  proving  where  deceased  was 
when  he  was  struck.     It  is  quite  as  consistent  with  one  theory 
as  with  the  other.    He  may  have  slipped  on  the  track  or  be- 
tween the  tracks,  but  unless  it  points  to  the  latter  it  carries 
the  case  no  further. 

The  learned  trial  Judge's  opinion  evidently  was  that  there 
was  no  case  for  the  jury.  And  as  that,  after  a  careful  ex- 
amination of  the  evidence,  is  my  own  view,  I  think  that  the 
appeal  should  be  allowed. 
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September  19th,  1903 
C.  A. 
BEAM  V.  BEATTY. 

BUNTING  V.  BEATTY. 
Infawt^Band  with  Penaltf^Void  or  Voidable, 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  judgment  of  Ferguson,  J- 
iS  0.  L.  E.  345,  ante  54)  in  favour  of  the  respective  plain- 
tiffs for  damages  upon  bonds  given  by  def^idant  in  connec- 
tion with  the  sale  of  stock  in  a  company,  the  defence  being 
that  the  defendant  was  an  infant  at  the  time  of  making  the 
l)ond,  which  was  therefore  not  enforceable  and  incapable  of 
ratification. 

C.  A.  Hasten  and  F.  C.  McBurney,  Niagara  Falls,  for  ap- 
pellant. 

G.  Lynch-Staunton,  K.C.,  and  A.  W.  Marquis,  St.  Cath- 
arines, for  plaintiffs. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
Garrow,  JJ.A.)  was  delivered  by 

Garrow,  J.A.  : — There  are  two  points,  both  questions  of 
law,  namely,  (1)  whether  a  bond  with  a  penalty  given  by  an 
infant  is  void  or  only  voidable,  and  (2),  if  voidable,  is  there 
evidence  of  ratification  ? 

Mr.  Masten,  counsel  for  the  appellant,  in  an  able  and 
-exhaustive  argument,  referred  us  to  a  number  of  authorities 
io  establish  his  main  proposition,  that  such  a  bond  is  wholly 
void,  and  therefore  incapable  of  ratification,  and,  after  an 
-examination  of  these  and  of  such  other  cases  as  I  could  find, 
my  opinion  is  that  his  contention  is  well  founded. 

The  opposing  view  is  based  very  largely,  apparently,  upon 
«ome  expressions  to  be  found  in  Pollock  on  Contracts,  5th  ed., 
p.  59,  quoted  by  Ferguson,  J.  This  opinion  is  apparently 
also  approved  by  another  learned  author— 'Anson  on  Con- 
tracts, 9th  ed.,  p.  113. 

On  the  other  hand  it  is  stated  as  the  law  in  Addison  on 
Contracts,  9th  ed.,  p.  379,  that  ^^  no  penal  obligations  entered 
into  by  infants  are  enforceable,  as  it  is  not  necessary  for 
ihem,  nor  can  it  be  for  their  benefit  and  advantage,  to  sub- 
ject themselves  to  a  penalty.**    While  Leake  on  Contracts, 
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3rd  ed.,  p.  466,  says  that  such  an  obligation  "  is  absolutely^ 
void/^ 

No  authority  is  cited  by  either  Pollock  or  Anson  for  their 
proposition,  and  it  is  somewhat  remarkable  that  the  exact 
point  has  not,  apparently,  been  before  determined.  It  has, 
however,  in  my  opinion,  been  so  approached  and  surrounded, 
so  to  speak,  by  what  I  must  regard  as  high  authority,  that  I 
feel  myself  tfnable  to  adopt  the  opinions  of  these  learned 
authors.     .     .     . 

[Beference  to   and   quotations   from   Keane   v.    Boy  cot 
(1785),  2  H.  Bl.  511 ;  Baylis  v.  Dineley,  3  M.  &  S.  477 ;  Cerpe^ 
V.  Overton,  10  Bing.  252 ;  Leslie  v.  Fitzpatrick,  3  Q.  B.  D.. 
232 ;  Meakin  v.  Morris,  12  Q.  B.  D.  352 ;  Corn  v.  Matthews, 
[1893]  1  Q.  B.  310;  Viditz  v.  O'Hagan,  [1900]  2  Ch.  at 
p.  97.] 

So     that     in     these     quotations,     extending     over     a 
period   of   115   years,   we   have   a   constant,   and   I  think 
.  clear,    expression    of    judicial    opinion    in    favour    of  the 
proposition    that    the    bond    with    a    penalty    of    an    in- 
fant  is  not  merely  voidable,  but  absolutely  void,  while  not 
a  single  authority  in  the  shape  of  a  decided  case  can  be^ 
found  to  the  contrary.     Lord  Coleridge,  in  the  case  of  Mea- 
kin V.  Morris,  speaks  of  it  as  a  well  settled  rule,  and  Lush, 
J.,  in  the  earlier  case  of  Leslie  v.  Fitzpatrick,  uses  similar 
language,  while  Lindley,  M.E.,  as  recently  as  the  year  1900, 
in  the  case  of  Viditz  v.  O'Hagan,  uses  language  equally  ex-- 
plicit,  although  somewhat  differently  expressed. 

The  rule  itself  may  perhaps  be  expressed  thus,  that,  gener- 
ally, all  contracts  of  an  infant  are  voidable,  not  void,  but  to 
this  rule  there  are  exceptions  in  which  the  contract  is  not 
merely  voidable  but  void,  and  among  these  exceptions  is  the^ 
case  of  a  bond  with  a  penalty,  and  again,  another  class  of 
exceptions  in  which  the  contract  is  neither  voidable  nor  void, 
but  valid  and  binding  on  the  infant,  such  as  simple  contracts^ 
respecting  necessaries.  The  exception  before  stated  in  the 
case  of  a  bond  with  a  penalty  may  not  be  logical,  but  the 
question  is,  is  it  the  law  of  the  land,  and,  after  giving  the 
matter  most  careful  consideration,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion 
that  it  is. 

Having  reached  this  conclusion,  I  have  not  considered  \i 
necessary  to  discuss  the  question  of  ratification. 

I,  therefore,  think  the  appeals  should  be  allowed  and  the* 
actions  dismissed,  but,  under  the  circumstances,  without  costs, . 
and  there  should  be  no  costs  of  the  appeals. 
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September  19th,  1902. 

C.  A. 

.  PROVIDENT  CHEMICAL  WORKS  v.  CANADA  CHEMI- 
CAL MFG.  CO. 

Traae  Mark-^DeMcriptive  Letters— Registration^Secondary  Meaning 
—Proof  of  Acquisition  of  —  Fraud  —  Deceptiotl—Inf nngemnt- 
Delay  and  Acquiescence— Injunction— Damages— Inquiry, 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  judgment  of  Meredith,  CJ. 
(2  0.  L.  R.  18,2),  dismissing  action  for  an  injunction  and 
damages  and  other  relief  in  respect  of  the  alleged  infringe- 
ment by  defendants  of  a  trade  mark  registered  by  plaintiffs. 

F.  P.  Betts,  London,  and  H.  Cronyn,  London,  for  ap- 
pellants. 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  and  E.  W.  M.  Flock,  London,  for 
defendants. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler, 
Moss,  JJ.A. — Lister,  J.A.,  having  died  after  the  argument) 
was  delivered  by 

Moss,  J.A.— ^The  appellants'  first  contention  is,  that  the 
Chief  Justice  erroneously  held  that  it  was  open  to  defendants 
to  impeach  the  plaintiffs'  title  as  registered  proprietors  of 
the  trade  mark ;  that  Partlo  v.  Todd,  12  0.  E.  175,  14  A. 
R.  444,  17  S.  C.  E.  196,  no  longer  governs  owing  to  subse- 
quent legislation;  that  defendants  are  not  now  entitled  to 
attack,  by  way  of  defence,  the  plaintiffs'  right  to  register  or 
put  forward  as  a  trade  mark  the  letters  in  question;  that 
the  effect  of  54  &  55  Vict.  ch.  26,  sec.  4,  and  54  &  55  Vict 
ch.  35,  sec.  1,  amending  R.  S.  C.  ch.  63,  is  to  vest  in  the  Ex- 
chequer Court  of  Canada  the  sole  jurisdiction  to  adjudicate 
upon  the  validity  of  a  trade  mark,  and  so  the  Provincial 
Courts  have  no  longer  jurisdiction  to  entertain,  in  an  action 
for  infringement  of  a  registered  trade  ihark,  a  defence  to  the 
effect  that  plaintiff  is  not  the  proprietor  of  the  trade  mark, 
or  that  it  is  not  one  capable  of  registration. 

[Discussion  of  the  case  and  statutes  just  cited.] 

The  provisions  of  these  two  Acts,  while  extending  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Exchequer  Court  so  as  to  enable  it  to  deal 
with  doubtful  or  conflicting  applications  for  registration,  and 
with  suits  or  applications  to  make,  expunge,  vary,  or  rectify 
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entries  on  the  register,  and  even  to  entertain  actions  for  in- 
junctions or  damages  for  infringement,  do  not  extend  or  en- 
large, or  assume  to  extend  or  enlarge,  the  effect  of  registra- 
tion or  the  certificate  thereof.  The  certificate  is  still  only 
prima  facie  evidence  of  the  facts  stated  therein,  and  there 
is  nothing  in  the  legislation  depriving  a  defendant  of  the 
riglit  to  shew  that  the  facts  were  not  truly  stated,  and  that 
in  truth  there  were  no  good  or  valid  grounds  for  registering 
the  alleged  trade  mark.  This  may  lead  to  the  somewhat 
anomalous  result  that  a  Provincial  Court,  in  an  action  for 
infringement,  may  decide  as  to  the  validil^  of  a  trade  mark 
in  one  way,  while  the  Exchequer  Court,  on  an  application  to 
expunge  or  rectify  the  register,  may  decide  the  contrary. 
But  if  the  proprietor  chooses  to  invoke  the  aid  of  the  Pro- 
vincial Court,  instead  of  resorting,  as  he  may  do  in  the  first 
instance,  to  the  Exchequer  Court,  the  defendant  is  entitled 
to  the  judgment  of  the  tribunal  upon  the  question  of  the 
plaintiffs  title  if  he  desires  to  raise  it.  The  Exchequer  Court 
is  not  expressly  given  exclusive  original  jurisdiction  in  regard 
to  the  classes  of  cases  enumerated  in  sec.  4,  but  by  sec.  5  it  is 
given  exclusive  jurisdiction  in  cases  of  claims  to  public 
lands.  I  think,  therefore,  that  it  was  open  to  the  defendants 
in  this  case  to  impeach  the  plaintiffs'  right  to  the  trade  mark 
which  they  put  forward  as  the  foundation  of  the  action. 

But,  with  much  deference,  I  am  unable  to  agree  with  the 
learned  Chief,  Justice's  conclusion  against  the  trade  mark. 
I  agree  that  under  our  law,  as  under  the  English  law,  a 
merely  descriptive  word  or  name,  that  is,  a  word  or  name 
which  merely  denotes  the  goods  or  articles,  or  some  quality 
attributed  to  them,  is  not  capable  of  acquisition  or  proprie- 
torship as  a  trade  mark.  But  I  fail  to  see  how  the  three 
letters  claimed  by  plaintiffs  fall  within  this  category.  By 
themselves  they  do  not  describe  any  kind  or  quality  of  goods 
or  articles.  And  they  could  only  acquire  any  significance  in 
the  trade  or  upon  the  market  by  being  so  applied  or  attached 
to  goods  for  sale  in  the  market,  as  to  distinguish  them  from 
similar  goods,  and  to  identify  them  with  a  particular  manu- 
facturer or  trader,  as  made,  produced,  or  sold  by  him :  Kerly 
on  Trade  Marks,  2nd  ed.,  p.  24.  And  if  these  letters  have 
been  shewn  to  fall  within  the  definition,  they  were  capable  of 
registration  as  a  trade  mark  under  sec.  2  of  R.  S.  C.  eh.  63. 
The  words  of  this  section  are  much  more  general  than  the 
definition  of  trade  mark  under  the  Imperial  Acts;  and  the 
decisions  of  the  English  Courts  since  1875,  except  in  respect 
of  cases  falling  within  the  provisions  of  sec.  64  (3),  (11), 
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of  the  Imp,  Act  46  &  47  Vict.  ch.  57,  as  amended  by  51  & 
52  Vict  ch.  50,  are  not  to  be  too  readily  accepted  as  authori- 
ties. I  think  it  is  shewn  that  the  letters  in  question  were 
applied  by  the  plaintiffs  to  a  special  kind  of  acid  phosphate 
produced  by  them  as  early  as  the  year  1884  or  1885;  that 
they  have  ever  since  been  used  by  the  plaintiffs  in  connection 
with  the  same  kind  of  acid  phosphate;  that  acid  phosphate 
has  been  ordered  of  and  supplied  by  them  under  the  designa- 
tion "  C.A.P.,"  and  has  become  known  by  reference  to  these 
letters  as  the  plaintiffs'  product,  and  the  letters  "  C.A.P.'^ 
have  become  identified  with  the  plaintiffs'  acid  phosphate. 
As  early  as  1886  they  were  deemed  entitled  to  be  registered 
as  a  trade  mark  in  the  United  States ;  and  since  1890  or  1891. 
at  least,  the  plaintiffs'  acid  phosphate  has  been  ordered  and 
sold  extensively  in  Canada  by  reference  to  these  letters;  and 
the  plaintiffs'  product  has  been  distinguished  from  others  by 
reference  to  these  letters  among  traders  and  others  dealing 
in  acid  phosphate  as  an  ingredient  for  use  in  making  baking 
powder.    .    .    . 

In  my  opinion,  therefore,  the  plaintiffs  had  a  good  trade 
mark  which  they  validly  registered  on  the  24th  July,  1900. 

The  defendants  have  used,  and  are  using,  the  letters  "  C 

A.  P.'*  in  connection  with  the  sale  of  acid  phosphate  made 
by  them.  Before  the  year  1897  they  had  made  and  sold  acid 
phosphate,  but  had  designated  it  acid  phosphate  of  calcium 
or  calcium  acid  phosphate.  But  in  1897  they  began  to  use 
the  letters  "  C.  A.  P.,^^  and  to  connect  them  in  such  a  way  in 
the  sale  of  acid  phosphate  as  to  be,  in  fact,  a  copy  of  the 
plaintiffs^  trade  mark.  .  .  .  The  defendants  deny  inten- 
tion to  copy  or  imitate  the  plaintiffs'  mark,  and  argue  that  no 
person  has  been  deceived.  But  where  the  plaintiffs  shew  an 
actual  copying  of  their  registered  trade  mark,  they  are  not 
required  to  go  further.  The  act  gives  them  the  exclusive 
right  to  use  the  trade  mark  to  designate  the  article  manufac- 
tured or  sold  by  them;  and  the  defendants  cannot,  either 
knowingly  or  innocently,  infringe  upon  that  right.  Under 
the  English  Act  the  same  rule  prevails :  Edwards  v.  Dennis, 
30  Ch.  D.  at  p.  171;    Lambert  v.  Goodbody,  18  Times  L. 

B.  394. 

It  was  objected  that  the  plaintiffs  were  guilty  of  delay,  or 
that  they  acquiesced  in  the  defendants'  use  of  the  letters. 
But  it  is  shewn  that  they  only  became  aware  of  the  defend- 
ants* user  of  them  in  the  early  part  of  1900,  when  they  im- 
mediately wrote  protesting  and  requesting  a  discontinuance. 
This  was  followed  by  interviews  between  the  solicitors  and 


621 

parties,  and  further  correspondence,  during  which  the  de- 
fendants asked  the  plaintiffs  for  delay.  On  the  5th  October, 
1900,  the  defendants'  solicitors  wrote  that  their  clients  de- 
clined to  abandon  the  use  of  the  letters  "  C.  A.  V,"  and 
claimed  that  they  had  a  right  to  use  them,  notwithstanding 
the  plaintiffs'  registration  of  their  mark;  and  on  the  25th 
October,  1900,  this  action  commenced.  The  plaintiffs  seem 
to  have  actively  asserted  their  rights  from  the  time  they  be- 
came aware  that  they  were  being  infringed.  It  could  not 
be  pretended  that  there  was  such  delay  or  acquiescence  as  to 
deprive  the  plaintiffs  of  their  rights.  In  any  case,  it  could 
only  bear  on  the  question  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  re- 
lief to  be  given.  But  I  think  there  is  nothing  in  this  case  to 
deprive  the  plaintiffs  of  their  right  to  the  usual  judgment 
for  an  injunction.  Ordinarily  they  would  also  be  entitled 
to  an  inquiry  as  to  damages  or  profits,  at  their  election.  But, 
inasmuch  as  it  does  appear  from  the  evidence  that.no  pur- 
chaser has  been  misled  into  buying  the  defendants'  product 
instead  of  the  plaintiffs^  I  think  we  may  adopt  the  course 
taken  by  Romer,  J.,  in  Hodgson  v.  Kynoch,  15  R.  P.  C.  465, 
and  restrict  the  plaintiffs  to  an  inquiry  as  to  damages,  if  they 
insist  upon  more  than  nominal  damages,  reserving  the  cost&^ 
of  the  inquiry. 

The  appeal  should  be  allowed  with  costs. 


September  19th,  1902. 
C.  A. 
STEVEXS  V.  DALY. 

Chattel  Mortgage— Possession  of  Goods  till  Default— Absence  of  Re- 
demise Clause— Seizure  without  Default— Collateral  iSecurity — 
Covenant  to  Keep  up  Stock  in  Trade  to  Value  of  Amount  Secured 
—Arrears— Unpaid  Interest— Issue  of  Writ  of  8 ummous— Condi- 
tion against  Selling— Damages, 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  judgment  of  Falconbridge, 
C.J.,  in  favour  of  plaintiff  for  $200  damages  and  costs  in  an 
action  for  maliciously  and  without  reasonable  and  probable 
cause  issuing  a  writ  of  summons  against  plaintiff,  and  falsely 
and  maliciously  and  without  reasonable  and  probable  cause 
seizing  and  taking  the  plaintiff's  goods  under  a  chattel  mort- 
gage. The  chattel  mortgage  was  collateral  to  a  land  mort- 
gage made  by  plaintiff  to  defendant,  and  the  writ  was  in- 
dorsed with  a  claim  to  recover  the  moneys  secured  by  the 
land  mortgage. 
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The  appeal  was  heard  by  Armour,  C.J.O..  Osler,  Moss, 
Lister,  JJ.A. 

W.  R.  Eiddell,  K.C.,  and  T.  B.  German,  Xapanee,  for  ap- 
pellant. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  G.  F.  Ruttan,  Xapanee,  for 
plaintiff. 

Moss,  J. A.: — The  defendant  seeks  to  justify  the  entry 
upon  the  plaintiff's  premises  and  the  seizure  of  his  goods 
upon  several  grounds,  but,  in  my  opinion,  none  of  them  is 
tenable. 

First,  he  relies  upon  the  terms  of  the  chattel  mortgage 
from  the  plaintiff  to  him  as  entitling  him  to  take  immediate 
possession  without  default,  there  being  no  re-demise  clause. 
The  chattel  mortgage  does  contain,  however,  a  provision 
enabling,  the  mortgagee  to  take  possession  and  sell  under 
certain  specified  circumstances,  and  this  provision  is  in  terms 
almost  identical  with  that  contained  in  the  chattel  mortgage 
in  question  in  Dedrick  v.  Ashdown,  15  S.  C.  R.  227.  Further- 
more, it  was  given  as  collateral  security  to  a  mortgage  upon 
real  estate  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  securing  an 
advance  from  the  latter  of  $2,500,  payable  in  instalments 
extending  over  a  number  of  years,  and  it  is  expressed  on  its 
face  that  it  is  given  as  collateral.  The  nature  of  the  goods 
and  chattels  mortgaged  and  the  purposes  for  which  they 
wore  employed  by  the  plaintiff  also  lead  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  intention  of  the  parties  was  that  the  mortgagor  was 
to  retain  possession  until  default.  And  upon  the  principles 
affirmed  by  the  majority  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  in 
Dedrick  v.  Ashdown  (supra),  wherein  the  views  expressed  in 
Bingham  v.  Bettinson,  30  C.  P.  438,  were  affirmed,  and  the 
decisions  in  the  earlier  cases  were  not  approved,  it  is  proper 
to  hold  in  this  case  that  there  was  by  implication  a  right  in 
the  plaintiff  to  retain  possession  of  the  mortgaged  goods  until 
•default. 

Secondly,  the  defendant  relies  upon  the  clause  in  the 
-chattel  mortgage  requiring  the  plaintiff  to  keep  up  the 
amount  of  the  "stock  in  trade ^^  in  the  premises  so  that  at 
no  time  shall  it  be  of  less  than  the  actual  cash  value  of 
$2,500.  It  is  difficult  to  make  this  covenant  fit  the  con- 
dition of  things  existing  when  the  chattel  mortgage  was  ex- 
ecuted. The  goods  and  chattels  mortgaged  do  not  partake 
a1  all  of  the  character  of  what  is  usually  known  and  under- 
stood as  stock  in  trade.    It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  mort- 
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gage  is  in  a  printed  form,  and  this  provision,  which  is  not  ap- 
plicable to  the  circumstances,  was  allowed  to  stand.  But,  if 
it  is  to  be  applied  to  the  goods  and  chattels  embraced  in  the 
mortgage,  it  should  be  applied  in  the  view  which  the  parties 
evidently  contemplated,  viz.,  that  for  the  purposes  of  the 
mortgage  the  /^oods  and  chattels  should  be  treated  as  of  the 
<^ash  value  of  $2,500.  The  evidence  shews  that  they  were 
kept  up  to  ihe  condition  and  value  they  possessed  at  the  time 
of  the  execution  of  the  mortgage,  and  there  was  therefore  no 
breach  of  this  covenant  or  term  of  the  mortgage. 

Thirdly,  the  defendant  relies  upon  the  provision  enabling 
him  to  take  possession  upon  the  interest  payable  by  the  plain- 
tiff upon  any  of  his  real  estate  mortgages  becoming  in  arrear, 
and  asserts  that,  although  at  the  time  he  entered  into  posses- 
sion and  seized  the  goods  there  was  as  a  matter  of  fact  no 
interest  unpaid  upon  any  of  the  plaintiff's  real  estate  mort- 
gages, yet  the  payments  were  made  after  the  dates  on  which 
they  fell  due,  and  therefore  the  interest  had  become  in  arreiar. 
But  this  is  not  the  meaning  of  the  covenant.  Its  purpose 
was  to  protect  the  defendant  against  demands  by  mortgagees 
holding  mortgages  prior  to  his  on  the  plaintiff's  real  estate 
in  respect  of  unpaid  interest,  and  "arrears''  means  unpaid 
arrears.  The  defendant  had  in  his  hands  the  receipts  for  all 
interest  due  on  the  real  estate  mortgages  when  he  took  his 
proceedings. 

Fourthly,  the  defendant  relies  upon  a  provision  of  the 
chattel  mortgage  enabling  him  to  take  possession  upon  the 
issue  of  a  writ  of  summons  for  a  money  demand  against  the 
plaintiff,  and  claims  to  be  entitled  to  exercise  the  right  under 
this  provision  because  of  a  writ  issued  at  his  own  suit  to 
enforce  payment  of  the  amount  of  the  advance  by  action  on 
the  covenant  for  payment  contained  in  the  mortgage  of  real 
estate.  Thgre  has  been  much  discussion  with  regard  to  the 
circumstances  under  which  this  writ  was  issued.  But  I  do 
not  deem  it  necessary  to  consider  this  branch  of  the  argu- 
ment, for  I  think  that  the  provision  does  not  extend  to  the 
issue  of  a  writ  by  the  defendant  for  the  same  money  demand 
as  the  chattel  mortgage  is  given  to  secure.  I  think  it  should 
be  read  as  meaning  the  issue  of  a  writ  for  a  money  demand 
other  than  the  defendant's  demand  imder  the  mortgage.  The 
object  was  to  enable  him  to  take  steps  to  protect  himself,  if, 
while  there  was  no  default  in  respect  of  his  own  claim,  an- 
other claim  was  pressed  by  the  issue  of  a  writ  against  the 
plaintiff.  The  other  provisions*  of  the  chattel  mortgage  af- 
ford ample  protection  to  the  defendant  in  the  case  of  the 
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plaintiff's  default  in  making  payment  of  the  secured  debt  or 
the  interest  or  any  part  thereof. 

Fifthly,  the  defendant  sought  at  the  trial  to  be  permitted 
to  set  up  and  rely  upon  an  alleged  breach  by  the  plaintiff  of 
the  condition  against  selling  or  attempting  to  sell  the  goods 
without  the  defendant's  consent.  The  learned  Chief  Justice 
rejused  to  allr.v/  the  defence,  being 'of  opinion  that  the  proof 
given  in  supi»rrt  of  the  alleged  selling  or  attempting  to  sell 
was  insufficient  to  support  the  charge,  and  there  is  no  reason 
for  differing  with  him. 

Lastly,  the  defendant  contended  that  the  damages  were 
excessive ;  but  the  sum  awarded  is  quite  reasonable  under  the 
circumstances.  This  is  not  a  case  of  the  mere  issue  of  a  writ 
of  summons  for  an  unfounded  claim,  and  a  seizure  in  good 
faith  under  the  belief  that  the  proceedings  were  proper.  The 
defendant  having  through  his  own  neglect  allowed  the  time 
for  renewal  of  his  chattel  mortgage  to  go  by,  and  being  irri- 
tated with  the  plaintiff's  desire  to  rectify  what  he  beUeved 
to  be  a  mistake  in  the  chattel'  mortgage,  cast  about  for  some 
method  by  which  he  could  gain  an  advantage  or  put  the  de- 
ffmdant  at  a  disadvantage  He  adopted  the  plan  of  issuing 
a  writ  of  summons  for  a  money  demand,  and  made  that  the 
pretext  for  seizing  the  goods  under  the  chattel  mortgage,  and 
thereby  put  the  plaintiff  to  considerable  trouble,  inconveni- 
ence, expense,  and  loss. 

There  is  no  ground  for  interfering  with  the  adjudication 
as  to  damages  or  the  costs  of  the  action. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

OsLER,  J.A.,  wrote  a  concurring  opinion. 

Armour,  C.J.O.,  expressed  no  opinion. 

Lister,  J. A.,  died  while  the  case  was  sub  judice. 


September  19th,  1902. 

C.  A. 

RITCHIE  V.  VERMILLIOX  MINING  CO. 

Company— Mining  Com panu— Directors— Potcei'  to  Sell  Lands— Ir- 
regularity —  Shareholders  —  Directors — Qualification— In  functioff 
Restraining  Sale. 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  judgment  of  Street,  J.  (10. 
L.  E.  654)  dismissing  action  to  restrain  the  defendant  com- 
pany from  selling  their  mining  lands,  under  the  circum- 
stances set  out  in  the  judgment  below  as  reported. 
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The  appeal  was  heard  by  Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Mac- 

LENNAN,  Moss,  LiSTER,  JJ.A. 

A.  B.  Avlesworth,  K.C.,  and  X.  F.  Davidson,  for  appel- 
lants. 

Wallace  Xesbitt,  K.C.,  for  defendant  company. 

W.  K.  Riddell,  K.C.,  and  R.  !McKav,  for  individual  de- 
fendants. 

Maclenxan,  J.A.  : — The  first  question  on  the  appeal  is 
whether  the  company  has  power  to  make  the  sale  sought  to 
be  restrained.  .  .  .  The  Companies  Act  restricts  the 
power  of  a  company  to  acquire  lands  to  what  is  necessary  for 
the  carrying  on  of  its  undertaking ;  and  the  Mining  Act  con- 
fines it  to  what  is  necessary  for  the  company's  mining,  mill- 
ing, reduction,  and  development  operations.  And  in  neither 
case  is  there  any  express  qualification'  of  the  power  of  aliena- 
tion. 

I  am  unable  to  see  that  any  restriction  upon  the  express 
power  of  alienation  can  be  implied.  The  company  is  not 
limited  to  the  purchase,  for  their  purposes,  of  any  particular 
parcel  or  parcels  of  land,  except  perhaps  that  they  are  con- 
fined to  the  district  of  Algoma.  They  might  buy  land  for  a  ^ 
mine  and  find  it  unsuitable,  or  not  so  suitable  as  other  land. 
AVhy  should  they  not  have  the  same  liberty  as  a  private  person 
to  act  from  time  to  time  as  they  deem  to  be  for  their  interest, 
and  to  sell  and  buy  as  their  interest  seemed  to  require?  It 
is  said  that  the  sale  of  thivS  land  is  a  sale  of  the  company's 
business,  and  so  is  ultra  vires.  T  do  not  think  so.  There  is 
nothing  to  prevent  the  business  being  continued  l)y  the  pur- 
chase of  other  mines,  or  mining  lands,  afterwards;  and  it  is 
for  the  company  to  determine  what  shall  be  done  afterwards. 
Wilson  v.  Miers,  10  C.  B.  X.  S.  348,  cited  in  the  judgment  be- 
low, appears  to  me  to  be  a  distinct  and  satisfactory  authority 
on  this  point,  and  a  case  which  I  have  not  found  doubted  any- 
where. I  also  refer  to  Hovey  v.  Whiting,  13  A.  R.  7,  and  14 
S.  C.  R.  515. 

The  next  ground  taken  by  the  appellants  is,  that  a  sale 
would  be  injurious  to  plaintiffs.  The  answer  to  that  is,  that 
the  affairs  of  a  company  must  be  managed  according  to  the 
judgment  of  the  majority  of  shares,  by  which  the  directors, 
the  executive  body,  are  elected ;  and  so  long  as  what  is  done 
is  legal,  it  cannot  be  prevented,  or  undone,  merely  because  it 
may  be  disadvantageous  to  a  minority  of  the  members.  It  is 
said  that  defendants,  who  control  2,383  shares  out  of  a  total 
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number  of  2,400,  are  selling  this  property  not  so  much  in  the 
interest  of  the  defendant  company  as  in  the  interest  of  the 
Canada  Copper  Company,  another  mining  company  operating 
in  ihe  neighbourhood  of  the  defendant  company's  lands,  in 
which  they  are  large  shareholders;  and  not  only  so,  but  that 
their  action  is  or  will  be  ruinous  to  the  defendant  company. 
That  may  even  be  so,  and  yet,  if  the  company  has  the  legal 
power  to  make  this  sale,  as  I  think  it  has,  the  plaintiffs  are 
without  remedy.  [Reference  to  Pender  v.  Lushington,  6  Ch. 
D.  at  p.  75  et  seq. ;  Xorth-West  Transportation  Co.  v.  Beatty, 
12  App.  Cas.  589.]     .     .     . 

It  is  clear  that  the  Court  could  not  compel  the  company, 
or  its  directors,  to  proceed  with  the  development  of  the  pro- 
perty, or  to  work  its  mines ;  and  if  it  chose  to  suspend  for  a 
long  time,  or  even  to  abandon,  all  mining  operations,  the 
Court  could  afford  plaintiffs  no  assistance,  and  the  motives 
of  such  conduct  would  be  immaterial.  It  appears  also  that 
the  shares  were  ultimately  paid  for  with  the  money  of  the 
rival  company,  and  have  been  since  the  commencement  of  the 
action  divided  ratably  among  the  shareholders  of  the  other 
company. 

It  was  'further  contended  that  the  proceedings  by  which 
the  sale  was  authorized  were  irregular  and  void,  and  that  the 
company  were  not  bound  by  them ;  that  the  meetings  of  the 
shareholders  and  directors  respectively  were  not  properly 
called ;  and  that  the  directors  were  not  only  not  duly  elected, 
but  that  they  were  not  legally  qualified. 

But  whether  the  meetings  of  shareholders  were  regularly 
called  or  not,  there  is  no  doubt  that  only  a  small  portion  of 
the  shares  were  unrepresented  at  any  of  them.  And  at  the 
meeting  of  shareholders  on  the  16th  July,  1897,  at  which  the 
sale  of  the  property  was  authorized,  2,296  shares  were  repre- 
sented, of  which  2,289  voted  in  favour  of  the  sale,  and  only  7 
against  it. 

The  same  observation  mav  be  made  as  to  the  annual  elec- 
tion  of  directors.  Whatever  iregularity  there  may  have  been, 
or  want  of  qualification,  everything  that  was  done  by  the 
directors  was  approved  of  by  the  vast  majority  of  the  shares. 

With  regard  to  the  objection  to  the  qualification  of  the 
directors,  which  is,  that  thev  held  their  shares  as  trustees  for 
the  rival  company,  and  not  absolutely  in  their  own  right,  as 
required  by  sec.  42  of  the  Companies  Act,  I  think  it  by  no 
means  clear  that  the  shares  were  held  in  trust.  There  was  no 
express  trust,  and  the  7  shares  excepted  from  the  resolution 
of  26th  August,  1890,  were  intended  as  a  qualification  of  the 
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directors,  and  may  have  been  a  transfer  to  them,  in  advance 
of  the  ultimate  distribution  of  the  shares  among  the  share- 
holders of  the  other  company.  If  the  shares  held  by  the 
directors  or  any  of  them  were  actually  held  in  trust,  and  not 
beneficially,  I  do  not  think,  having  regard  to  Pulbrook  v. 
Bichmond,  9  Ch.  D.  610,  Cooper  v.  Griffin,  [1892]  1  Q.  B. 
740,  and  Howard  v.  Sadler,  [1893]  1  Q.  B.  1,  we  could  hold 
them  qualified.  The  language  of  our  Act  is  much  stronger 
than  that  of  the  English  Act,  by  reason  of  the  use  of  the  word 
"absolutely,"  and  I  think  we  ought  to  hold  it  to  mean  a 
beneficial  holding.  That  difficulty,  however,  was  got  over 
shortly  after  the  commencement  of  this  action  by  the  transfer 
to  each  of  the  defendants  of  a  considerable  number  of  shares 
beneficially. 

But  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  company  having  power  to  do 
what  is  sought  to  be  restrained,  the  plaintiffs  cannot  succeed 
on  any  ground  of  mere  irregularity.  The  company  is  made 
a  defendant,  and  is  here  on  the  face  of  the  recoi'd  ratifying 
and  confirming  what  has  been  done,  and  insisting  upon  what 
has  been  begun  being  proceeded  with. 

.  I  think  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

Moss,  J.A.  (after  discussing  the  statutes  and  the  evid- 
ence) : — It  seems  to  me  impossible  to  say  that  the  company 
has  not  the  power  to  sell  the  real  estate  in  question,  if  in 
good  faith  the  majority  of  the  shareholders  decide  to  do  so. 

I  do  not  say  that  if  upon  the  face  of  the  letters  patent  It 
plainly  appeared  that  the  main  purpose  of  the  company  was 
the  acquisition  of  and  working  the  mines  upon  the  properties 
in  question,  and  that  this  purpose  formed  the  foundation  of 
the  company,  it  might  not  even  yet  be  held  that  it  was  not 
within  the  power  of  the  company  to  put  an  end  to  that  pur- 
pose by  a  sale  of  the  properties  without  the  consent  of  all  the 
shareholders.  But  this  does  not  and  cannot  be  made  to 
appear.  The  sale  of  these  properties  need  not  disable  the 
company  from  carrying  on  its  operations  as  a  mining 
company  within  the  District  of  Algoma.  It  does  not  work 
a  dissolution  of  the  corporation  nor  put  an  end  to  its  powers. 

I  agree,  therefore,  that  the  company  has  power  to  make 
sale  of  the  properties  in  question.  I  think  the  objections  to 
the  status  of  the  directors  have  been  properly  disposed  of,  and 
that  it  was  competent  for  them  to  proceed  with  a  sale  under 
proper  conditions. 
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But  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  proposed  sale  on  the  14th 
May,  1901,  ought  not  to  have  been  allowed  to  proceed,  and 
that,  while  as  to  all  other  matters  the  action  was  rightly  dis- 
missed, it  ought  to  have  been  retained  for  the  purpose  of 
enjoining  that  sale. 

The  attempt  to  sell  without  having  put  the  properties  into 
a  condition  in  which  they  might  be  properly  inspected  and 
examined  by  intending  purchasers,  and  fixing  the  date  of  the 
sale  at  a  time  which  rendered  any  inspection  or  examination 
before  it  was  held  a  matter  of  extreme  difficulty,  if  not  an  im- 
possibility, was  not  a  compliance  with,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
a  violation  of,  the  spirit  of  the  order  of  the  21st  August, 
1S97,  in  pursuance  of  which  the  defendants  were  professing 
to  make  the  sale.     .     .    . 

Under  the  circumstances,  if  the  sale  had  taken  place  as 
intended,  it  could  not  have  failed  either  to  have  proved  wholly 
abortive  for  want  of  bidders  or  to  have  resulted  in  the  pro- 
perties falling  into  the  hands  of  the  Canada  Copper  Com- 
pany, as  the  plaintiffs  allege  the  defendants  designed  they 
should,  at  an  inadequate  price. 

The  proceedings  in  Court  arrested  the  sale,  and  there  is 
now  an  opportunity  of  bringing  the  properties  into  the  mar- 
ket in  such  manner  as  to  secure  the  most  favourable  terms 
of  sale  and  protect  the  interests  of  all  the  shareholders. 

It  is  not  now  necessarv  to  retain  the  action,  but  I  think 
tliat,  inasmuch  as  the  plaintiffs  were  right  in  their  contention 
on  this  branch  of  the  case,  though  they  failed  in  the  others, 
there  ought  to  have  been  no  costs  of  the  action  and  there 
should  l)e  no  costs  of  this  appeal. 

Armour,  C.J.O.,  and  Osler,  J.A.,  concurred. 

Lister,  J.A.,  died  while  the  case  was  sub  judice. 
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C.  A.-CHAMBERS. 

EE  WEST  WELLINGTON  PKOVINCIAL  ELECTION. 

PATTERSON  v.  TUCKER. 

Parliamentary  Elections — Petition— Deposit— Payment  out  —  Petition 
Abandoned  before  Service — Grounds  of  Abandonment—Affidavits 
Denying  Collusion, 

Motion  by  solicitors  for  the  petitioners  for  an  order  to  pay 
out  of  Court  the  sum  of  $1,000  paid  in  as  security  for  costs 
of  the  petition.  The  application  was  supported  by  the  writ- 
ten consent  of  the  three  petitioners,  verified  by  affidavit;  by 
the  affidavit  of  one  of  the  solicitors  for  the  petitioners;  and 
by  a  consent  signed  by  solicitors  who  described  themselves  as 
solicitors  f (5r  the  respondent,  to  the  order  applied  for.  From 
the  affidavit  of  the  solicitor  for  the  petitioners  it  appeared 
that  the  petition  was  presented  to  the  Court  on  the  27th  June, 
1902,  by  being  filed  in  the  office  of  the  local  registrar  at 
Guelph,  and  that  the  $1,000  as  security  for  costs  was  paid  in 
on  or  about  the  2nd  July,  1902.  Then  it  was  stated  that  after 
the  deposit  had  been  paid  into  Court  "those  persons  inter- 
ested in  the  promotion  of  the  petition,  including  the  peti- 
tioners," were  of  opinion,  "that  it  was  not  wise  to  proceed 
further  with  the  petition,"  and  the  deponent's  firm  was  ac- 
cordingly instructed  to  do  nothing  more,  and  the  petition  was 
not  served  upon  the  respondent,  and  no  further  steps  were 
taken  in  regard  thereto. 

B.  G.  Long,  for  the  applicants. 

OsLER,  J.A. : — It  may  be  assumed,  though  the  petition 
was  not  before  me  on  this  application,  that  it  was  accom- 
panied by  the  affidavit  of  the  several  petitioners,  as  required 
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by  law,  that  they  presented  it  in  good  faith,  and  that  they 
severally  had  reason  to  believe  and  did  believe  the  statements 
contained  m  the  petition  to  be  true  in  substance  and  in  fact. 
This  is  not  an  application  for  leave  to  withdraw  a  petition, 
as  the  petition,  though  presented,  was  not  served.  The  course 
which  has  been  adopted  put  an  end  to  the  petition,  and  ef- 
fectually stood  in  the  way  of  the  appearance  of  any  inter- 
vener, and  also  of  the  taking  of  proceedings  by  any  other 
person  to  set  aside  the  election  on  the  grounds  beUeved  by 
those  who  thus  abandoned  the  petition  to  be  true  in  substance 
and  in  fact.  Under  these  circumstances,  I  ara  not  bound  to 
make  an  order  for  payment  out  of  the  deposit  on  the  mater- 
ials presented,  and  am  entitled  to  be  judicially  informed  of 
the  grounds  on  which  it  was  deemed  by  those  interested  in 
the  prosecution  "not  wise"  to  proceed  further.  Affidavits 
are,  therefore,  to  be  filed  stating  those  reasons,  and  by  the 
petitioners  and  their  solicitors  and  the  solicitors  for  the  re- 
spondent, who  appears  to  have  solicitors  in  the  matter,  al- 
though he  was  not  served  with  the  petition,  denying  all  collu- 
sion, to  the  same  extent  and  in  the  same  manner  as  on  a 
motion  for  leave  to  withdraw  the  petition.  Should  there  be 
any  difficulty  in  obtaining  these  affidavits  or  any  of  them, 
the  matter  may  be  mentioned  again. 


Boyd,  C.  September  22nd,  1902. 

chambers. 

Ee  YATES. 

Legacy— Charge  on  Land— Interest— Legatee  also  Administrator  icith 

Will  Annexed— Statute  of  Limitations, 

A  testator  died  on  8th  November,  1892.  By  his  will  $300 
was  charged  on  land  devised  to  his  daughter  Harriet,  to  be 
paid  to  his  daughter  Maria  six  months  after  his  death.  The 
daughter  Harriet  was  made  executrix,  but  she  predeceased 
him,  on  the  1st  May,  1892.  Thereupon  letters  of  admini- 
stration with  the  will  annexed  were  granted  to  the  other 
daughter,  the  legatee,  on  12th  December,- 1892.  This  daugh- 
ter did  not  sell  the  estate  to  pay  herself  the  legacy  charged  on 
the  land,  but  held  it  till  it  could  be  sold  advantageously  at 
a  greatly  advanced  price,  to  the  benefit  of  all  parties. 

A  motion  was  made  under  Rule  938  on  behalf  of  the 
infant  child  of  the  d(x?eased  devisee  for  an  order  determining 
whether  the  legacy  to  the  daughter  Maria  should  be  paid 
with  interest. 

J.  Hoskin,  K.C.,  official  guardian,  for  tJiQ  applicant. 

D.  W.  Saunders,  for  the  legatee. 
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Boyd,  C. — The  question  is,  whether  the  legacy  should  be 
paid  with  interest  from  the  date  of  six  months  after  the  death 
of  the  testator  to  the  present  time.  Where  the  hand  to  pay 
and  the  hand  to  receive  are  the  one  and  the  same,  the  Statute 
of  Limitations  has  no  application.  The  claim  for  the  $300 
subsists,  and  therewith  interest  as  an  accessory  for  the  period 
till  the  fund  is  in  hand  for  payment :  Binns  v.  Nichols,  L.  K. 
2  Eq.  25Q ;  Seagram  v.  Knight,  L.  K.  2  Ch.  (^^8. 


Boyd,  C.  September  22nd,  1902. 

chambers. 

FAIRFIELD  v.  ROSS. 

Aihninltft rotor  ad  Litem— Appointment  of — Rules  10 J/,  19o,  196. 

Motion  by  the  plaintiff  for  an  order  appointing  an  ad- 
ministrator ad  litem  to  the  estate  of  M.  Fairfield,  deceased. 

H.  L.  Drayton,  for  plaintiff. 

R.  C.  Clute.  K.C.,  for  dttVndants. 

Boyd,  C. — The  action  is  to  recover  the  estate  of  a  person 
deceased,  who  died  without  will,  and  who  conveyed  the  estate 
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Tn  question  to  the  defendants  before  death.  The  action  is 
brought  by  the  sole  next  of  kin — no  ])ersonal  representative 
having  been  appointed.  The  application  was  to  appoint  the- 
plaintiff  by  summary  order  under  Rule  1J)4.  For  reasons  given 
in  Hughes  v.  Hughes.  (J  A.  R.  380,  upon  the  original  of  this 
Rule,  I  am  precluded  from  making  such  an  order,  as  the  case 
does  not  fall  witliin  tlie  provisions  of  the  Rule.  Nor  do  I 
think  that  an  order  under  Rule  li)o  would  help  the  plaintiff. 
That  authorizes  no  more  tlian  the  i^rant  of  limited  admini- 
stration  ad  litem ;  but  the  o])Ject  of  this  suit  is  substantially 
to  get  in  the  whole  estate — it  involves  general  administration 
according  to  the  practice  of  the  court:  Dowdeswell  v. 
Dowsdeswell,  9   Cli.   I).   30G:   Rule   19(j.    The  very   frame 

'  ft' 

of  the  Rule  indicates  that  it  is  not  applicable  to  the 
case  of  a  plaintiff  who,  witliout  right  or  title,  has  commenced 
an  action,  and  then  seeks  to  legalize  his  illegal  act  by  an 
order  of  the  Court.  The  Rule  applies  to  a  case  where  "  in  an 
action,"  i.e.,  an  action  validly  begun  by  a  competent  plaintiff, 
^^  representation  of  an  estate  is  required  "  as  a  condition  for 
its  effective  prosecution,  and  thus  in  a  proper  case  an  ad- 
ministrator ad  litem  may  l)e  appointed. 

Application  refused  with  costs. 
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Maclennan,  J.A.  September  22nd,  1902. 

c.  a. — chambers. 

McAVITY  V.  MORRISOX. 

Appeal— Cojuf^  of  Appeal— Leave-^Excision  of  Pleadings, 

Motion  by  plaintiffs  for  leave  to  appeal  from  the  order  of 
a  Divisional  Court  affirming  an  order  of  Lount,  J.,  in 
Chambers  (ante  552),  dismissing  plaintiffs'  motion  to  strike 
out  parts  of  the  defence  and  counterclaim  as  improper,  irre- 
levant, embarrassing,  and  tending  to  prejudice  the  fair  trial 
of  the  action,  and  because  the  claims  by  way  of  counterclaim 
are  not  properiy  so  made  and  are  contrary  to  the  rules  of 
practice. 

D.  L.  McCarthy,  for  plaintiffs. 

G.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

Maclennan,  J.A. — It  is  only  in  a  very  plain  case  of  im- 
propriety that  the  Court  ought  to  order  pleadings  or  para- 
graphs thereof  to  be  struck  out.  This  is  not  such  a  case,  and 
that  view  having  been  taken  by  Lount,  J.,  and  by  a  Divi- 
sional Court,  the  discretion  conferred  by  sec.  77  of  the  Judi- 
cature Act  ought  to  be  exercised  by  refusing  the  leave. 

Motion  refused  with  costs. 


OsLER,  J.A.  September  23rd,  1902. 

C.  A.^-CH AMBERS. 

MIDDLETON  V,  SCOTT. 
Appeal— Court  of  Appeal— Leave— Mortgage— Redemption — Tender, 

Motion  by  plaintiffs  for  leave  to  appeal  from  an  order  of 
a  Divisional  Court  (ante  536)  affirming  order  of  Street, 
J.,  on  defendant's  appeal  "from  the  report  of  a  Master.  The 
action  was  by  mortgagors  against  mortgagee  for  redemption. 
One  question  was  whether  a  valid  tender  had  been  made  of 
the  amount  due  before  action,  or  whether  a  tender  had  been 
dispensed  with.  Another  was  as  to  the  rate  at  which  interest 
should  be  computed  after  the  principal  fell  due.  It  was  held 
both  by  Street,  J.,  and  the  Divisional  Court,  that  the  tender 
was  not  sufficient,  and  that  plaintiffs  had  not  by  words  or 
conduct  dispensed  with  the  necessity  for  a  legal  tender.  This 
only  affected  the  question  of  the  costs  of  the  action. 

M.  Wilson,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

W.  E.  Middleton,  for  defendant. 


633 

OsLER,  J. A. — Two  Courts,  one  of  them  of  plaintiffs'  own 
choosing,  having  passed  against  them,  and  considering  what 
is  now  at  stake  in  the  action,  viz.,  costs  only,  it  would  be  a 
wrong  exercise  of  discretion  to  grant  leave  to  bring  a  further 
appeal,  even  assuming,  as  the  plaintiffs  very  strongly  urge, 
that  the  judgments  below  are  open  to  criticism  as  having 
proceeded  upon  some  misconception  of  the  facts  or  wrong 
view  of  the  law.  The  case  is  just  such  a  one  as,  even  if  pos- 
sibly wrongly  decided,  ought  not,  under  all  the  circumstances, 
such  as  the  subject  matter  and  amount  involved,  the  nature 
of  the  dispute,  its  origin,  etc.,  to  be  further  litigated.  The 
Divisional  Court  have  placed  the  right  construction  upon  the 
judpnent  at  the  trial  and  the  Bule  of  Court  in  holding  that, 
in  the  event  which  has  happened,  of  failure  by  the  plaintiffs 
to  prove  tender,  or  dispensation  of  tender,  the  defendant 
became  entitled  to  the  costs.  Had  the  question  of  costs  been 
reserved  by  the  original  judgment,  it  is  quite  probable  that 
the  evidence  would  have  justified  the  disposition  which 
Street,  J.,  made  of  them,  i.e.,  giving  them  to  neither  party. 

Motion  refused  with  costs. 


OsLER,  J.A.  September  23rd,  1903.. 

C.A. — CHAMBERS. 

PEGG  V.  HAMILTOX. 

Appeal^Court  of  Appeal— Leave — Mortgage— Payment—Reference^ 

Motion  by  plaintiff  for  leave  to  appeal  from  order  of  a 
Divisional  Court  (ante  418)  aflBrming  judgment  of  Robert- 
son, J.,  at  the  trial,  dismissing  the  action,  which  was  brought 
on  a  covenant  contained  in  an  old  mortgage  made  by  defend- 
ants to  plaintiff,  and  was  begun  on  the  last  or  next  to  last  day 
on  which  it  could  have  been  begun  to  save  the  running  of  the 
statute.  The  writ  was  not  served  on  the  defendants  for  nearly 
a  year  afterwards.  The  defence  was  payment.  The  amount 
involved  was  not  quite  $1,000.  The  main  question  was  in 
regard  to  the  application  of  certain  moneys  which  had  un- 
doubtedly been  paid  to  plaintiff  by  defendants.  If  these 
were  applied  on  the  debt  represented  by  the  mortgage,  plain- 
tiff had  no  further  claim.  No  question  of  law  arose  in  re- 
spect of  the  application.  It  was  entirely  a  question  of  fact. 
It  was  contended  that  the  trial  Judge  should  have  referred 
the  case,  instead  of  trying  and  disposing  of  it  himself. 

A.  B.  Armstrong,  for  plaintiff. 

S.  B.  Woods,  for  defendants. 
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OsLER,  J.A. — The  trial  Judge  ha<l  the  right  to  dispose  of 
the  case.  It  is  not  suggested,  even  if  that  would  now  have 
been  of  any  avail  to  plaintiff,  that  there  really  is  any  further 
information  to  be  obtained  of  tangible  value.  The  staleness 
of  the  claim  and  all  the  circumstances  surrounding  it,  em- 
phasized in  the  judgment  of  the  Divisional  Court,  point 
strongly  to  the  probability  that  there  is  no  merit  in  it,  and 
there  being  two  concurrent  findings  to  that  effect,  with  which 
no  possible  fault  can  be  found,  leave  to  prosecute  a  further 
appeal  should  not  be  granted. 

Motion  refused  with  costs. 


Boyd,  C.  September  25th,  1902. 

w^eekly  court. 

ke  allex  and  towx  of  XAPAXEE. 

Municipal  Co rporat ion m— Resolution  of  Council— Tnmming  of  Trcen 
in  i>!trcrtH — Towng  and  VilluffCH—Poircni  of  Council— ycccMnity  for 
By-law. 

Motion  by  Allen  for  a  summary  order  quashing  a  resohi- 
tion  of  the  town  council  of  Xapanee,  that  **  the  strt»et  com- 
mittee have  instructions  to  see  that  the  street  trei»s,  where 
necessary,  be  pro])erly  trimmed.""  The  Municipal  Act,  R.  S. 
().  cli.  2'2:].  sec.  574,  sub-see.  4,  relating  to  the  planting  ami 
trimming  of  trees  on  or  adjacent  to  strei^ts,  puri)orts  to  confer 
jurisdiction  to  pass  ])y-laws  thereupon  to  the  councils  of  cities, 
towns,  and  villages  having  a  population  of  40,000  or  more. 
Tliere  are  no  towns  and  villages  in  Ontario  with  such  a  popu- 
lation. Yet  sec.  575  contemplates  that  by-laws  for  cutting 
and  trimming  and  removal  of  such  trees  on  streets  may  be 
])ass(Ml  by  towns  and  villages.  Xapanee  is  a  tovni  of  3,200 
inhabitants. 

C.  Vi.  W.  Biggar,  K.C.,  for  the  applicant,  contended  that 
the  resolution  was  ultra  vires,  and  that  a  by-law  was  at  all 
events  nccessarv. 

\V.  E.  Middleton,  for  the  town  corporation,  contra. 

Boyd,  C.—l  incline  to  think  the  proper  construction  of 
S(H\  574  (4)  is  that  towns  and  villages  may  pass  by-laws 
authorizing  some  ofticer  ap])ointed  for  that  purpose  by  the 
council  to  trim  all  trees,  whether  on  or  adjacent  to  the  streets, 
whereof  the  branches  extend  over  the  streets.  That  is  to 
say,  power  is  conferred  on  the  municipality  to  provide  that 
these  trees  do  not  by  their  growth  and  extension  of  branches 
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"obstruct  the  fair  and  reasonable  use  of  the  thoroughfare/' 
These  quoted  words  are  from  the  Tree  Planting  Act,  E.  S.  0. 
ch.  243,  sec.  2(1),  and  are  there  applied  to  the  tree  itself  as 
first  planted,  and  the  section  in  hand  appears  to  be  fairly 
readable  as  supplemental  to  that,  so  as  to  provide  for  the  case 
of  a  tree  rightly  planted  and  by  growth  no  obstruction  as  a 
whole,  but  yet  becoming  objectionable  by  its  sweep  and  droop 
of  branch. 

Taking  it  that  jurisdiction  exists,  yet  the  power  of  gen- 
eral supervision  must  be  exercised  by  by-law.  The  power  to 
interfere  is  conferred  by  the  Municipal  Act,  and  is  to  be 
brought  into  operation  as  that  Act  provides  by  sec.  325.  In- 
deed sec.  575  expressly  indicates  that  trimming  is  to  be  done 
under  the  provisions  of  a  by-law.  I  refer  to  Waterous  v.  Pal- 
merston,  20  0.  R.  411,  19  A.  E.  47,  21  S.  C.  R.  556. 

Order  made  quashing  resolution  for  informality,  but,  as 
its  validity  on  the  merits  is  favoured,  without  costs. 


September  25th,  1902. 
C.  A. 
GABY  v.  CITY  OF  TORONTO. 

Appeal— Court  of  Appeals-Motion  to   Quash—Third  Party— Appeal 
against  Defendants— Makinff  Plaintiff  a  Party, 

A  motion  by  the  plaintiff  to  quasli  the  appeal  of  the  third 
party  as  against  the  plaintiff  was  heard  at  the  same  time  as 
the  appeal  of  the  defendants  against  the  judgment  in  favour 
of  the  plaintiff  and  the  appeal  of  the  third  party  as  against 
both  plaintiff  and  defendants.  See  the  former  reports,  ante 
440,  606. 

J.  H.  Lennox  and  S.  B.  Woods,  for  plaintiff. 

A.  F.  Lobb  and  W.  C.  Chisholm,  for  defendants. 

J.  Bicknell,  K.C.,  and  J.  W.  Bain,  for  third  party. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
G  ARROW,  J  J.  A.)  was  delivered  by 

Osler,  J. A.,  holding  that  the  motion  to  quash  was  a  use- 
less proceeding,  as  plaintiff  was  brought  into  Court  on  de- 
fendants^ appeal,  and  both  appeals  were  heard  together.  The 
third  party  was  not  wrong  in  making  both  defendants  parties 
to  the  appeal.     It  was  at  all  events  a  convenient  course. 

Motion  dismissed  with  costs  to  be  paid  by  plaintiff  to 
third  party. 
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Street,  J.  September  26th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

BEX  EX  REL.  McPAKLANE  v.  COULTER, 

Appeal— To  Judge  of  High  Court— From  Order  of  County  Court  Judge 
Quashing  Quo  Warranto  Proceedings — Right  of  Appeal— Fower 
to  make  Order, 

Appeal  by  relator  from  order  of  County  Court  Judge  of 
Essex  setting  aside  the  fiat,  the  relation,  and  all  proceedings 
taken  thereon.  On  2l8t  January,  1902,  upon  the  application 
of  the  relator,  the  Judge  granted  a  fiat  giving  the  relator 
leave,  upon  entering  into  the  proper  recognizance,  to  serve  a 
notice  of  motion  upon  James  A.  Coulter,  under  sec.  20  of  the 
Municipal  Act,  to  set  aside  his  election  as  reeve  of  the  town- 
ship of  Colchester  North.  The  proceedings  were  taken  and 
styled  in  the  County  Court  of  Essex,  and  the  recognizance 
was  duly  entered  into  and  filed,  and  notice  of  motion  served 
on  the  respondent  on  21st  January.  On  10th  March,  1902, 
respondent,  by  leave  of  the  same  Judge,  gave  a  notice  of 
motion,  returnable  before  him  on  the  11th  March,  1902,  to 
set  aside  the  fiat,  notice  of  motion  under  it,  and  all  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  relation.  On  21st  March  respondent's  mo- 
tion to  set  aside  all  the  relator's  proceedings  was  heard  and 
judgment  reserved.  On  1st  August  the  motion  was  granted, 
and  the  order  in  appeal  made,  setting  all  proceedings  aside 
with  costs. 

W.  M.  Douglas,  K.C.,  for  the  appellant,  the  relator. 

J.  H.  Rodd,  Windsor,  for  the  respondent. 

Street,  J.: — The  appeal  must  be  disi^issed  upon  the 
ground  that  no  appeal  lies  from  the  order  appealed  against 
to  a  Judge  in  Chambers.  The  proceedings  were  intituled 
and  carried  out  in  the  County  Court  of  Essex,  and  appeals 
from  County  Courts  lie  in  ordinary  cases  to  a  Divisional 
Court.  Under  the  Municipal  Act  of  1892,  55  Vict.  ch.  42, 
sec.  187,  sub-sec.  3,  for  the  first  time  4n  appeal  was  given 
from  the  decision  of  tlie  Judge  trying  the  matter,  to  a  Judge 
of  the  High  Court.  Such  appeal  is  not  from  any  interlocu- 
tory proceedings,  but  from  the  decision  of  the  Judge  in  the 
matter  upon  the  merits. 

I  express  no  opinion  as  to  whether  the  County  Court 
Judge  had  any  power  to  make  the  order  appealed  'against. 
No  such  power  is  expressly  given  him,  and  unless  he  have  it 
by  implication,  which  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Regina  ex  rel. 
Grant  v.  Coleman,  7  A.  R.  619,  thought  he  had  not  under  the 
laws  as  it  then  stood,  his  duty  was  to  go  on  and  try  the  matter 
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on  the  merits.  The  change  in  the  law  effected  by  the  statute 
of  1892  is  such  as  to  render  the  decisions  referred  to  in  that 
case  no  longer  binding.  The  further  change  by  2  Edw.  VII. 
ch.  1^  sec.  15^  does  not  seem  to  affect  the  present  application^ 
which  was  launched  before  that  statute  was  passed. 


Boyd,  C.  September  26th,  1902. 

•  weekly  court. 

QUIEK  V.  DUDLEY. 

injunction — Repetition  of  Slander— Public  Entertainment—Fretended 
Supernatural  Revelations — Imputation  of  Murder— Pending  In- 
quest. 

Motion  by  plaintiff  to  continue  injunction  granted  by 
local  Judge  at  Brantford  restraining  defendant  from  con- 
tinuing, in  the  course  of  entertainments  given  at  Brantford, 
to  make  slanderous  reflections  upon  the  plaintiff  in  connec- 
tion with  the  death  of  her  husband. 

J.  H.  Couch,  for  plaintiff. 

M.  F.  Muir,  Brantford,  for  defendant. 

Boyd,  C.  :^The  complaint  of  plaintiff,  as  it  comes  before 
the  Court  on  the  affidavits,  is  uncontradicted  by  any  evidence 
for  defendant ;  it  stands  confessed  that  there  has  been  an  out- 
rageous attack  upon  the  character  of  plaintiff,  ventured  upon 
at  a  public  entertainment  by  means  of  suggestions  that  she 
has  been  privy  to  the  violent  death  of  her  husband.  The 
defendant,  posing  as  a  mind  reader,  assumes,  when  in  a  state 
of  so-called  trance,  to  have  before  her  mind^s  eye,  visualized, 
the  panorama  of  the  assumed  tragedy,  and  tells  forth  the 
details  bit  by  bit.  Some  interesting  additions  appear  to  be 
reserved  for  future  exhibitions  or  entertainments,  and  to 
restrain  these  the  intervention  of  the  Court  is  sought.  Juris- 
diction undoubtedly  exists  in  libel  or  slander  actions  to 
restrain  repetition  of  the  defamatory  words,  whether  written 
or  oral.  This  case  appears  to  be  perfectly  atrocious.  In  the 
most  sensational  manner,  and  to  gather  in  a  little  filthy  lucre 
in  the  way  of  admission  fees,  the  public  are  given  to  under- 
stand that  plaintiff  is  mixed  up  in  some  way  with  the  murder 
of  her  husband.  The  mischief  is  enhanced  by  the  fact  that 
the  revelations  are  published  in  the  newspapers  at  Brantford, 
and  alL  the  while  proceedings  are  pending  concerning  the 
manner  of  the  husband's  death  before  a  coroner's  jury  im- 
panelled in  the  same  city,  the  inquest  having  been  adjourned 
till  2nd  December. 

Monson  v.  Tussauds  Limited,  [1894]  1  Q.  B.  671,  and 
Hermann  Loog  v.  Bean,  26  Ch.  D.  306,  followed. 

Injunction  continued  until  the  trial  or  further  order.     . 
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LouNT,  J.  September  26th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

ANDERSON  v.  ELGIE. 

Dower — Reference  as  to  Damages— Arrears, 

Judgment,  ante  550,  corrected  by  directing  that  no  dam- 
ages are  to  be  alloweil  for  arrears  of  dower. 


Falconbridge,  C.J.  September  2r)TH,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

GUEXOT.v.  GIRARDOT. 

Promissory    Note— Agent    for    Collection— Poicer    to    Compromise  — 

Striking  out  Claim  for  Wages. 

Action  upon  a  promissory  note  and  for  wages,  tried  at 
Sandwich.  • 

F.  D.  Davis,  Windsor,  and  A.  F.  Healy,  Windsor,  for 
plaintiff. 

J.  L.  Murphy,  Windsor,  and  J.  E.  O'Connor,  Windsor, 
for  defendant. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. : — I  find  as  a  fact  that  the  note  sued 
on  was  indorsed  by  plaintiff  and  handed  by  him  in  November, 
1901,  after  it  became  due,  to  Albert  Guenot  for  collection  as 
the  agent  of  plaintiff,  and  that  Albert  Guenot  never  had  any 
authority  from  plaintiff  to  make  any  settlement  except  to 
receive  payment  of  the  whole  amount  due  thereon,  and 
All)ert  Guenot  subsequently  handed  back  the  note  to 
plaintiff,  who  was  and  is  the  holder  thereof.  I  find  further 
that,  if  Albert  Guenot  had  had  authority  to  make  any  settle- 
ment for  less  than  the  face  amount  of  the  note,  no  settlement 
was  in  fact  finally  arrived  at.  Defendant  never  received  back 
the  note  sued  on,  and  of  the  $50  which  he  paid  to  one  Gignac, 
he  has  received  back  $30,  and  can  get  the  balance  of  $20 
when  he  wants  it.  The  evidence  about  the  claim  for  a  bal- 
ance of  wages  not  being  very  satisfactory,  I  strike  that  claim 
out  of  the  present  suit,  leaving  it  to  be  dealt  with,  along  with 
defendant's  claim  on  the  two  Guenots  for  rent,  by  the  appro- 
priate tribunal. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff  for  amount  of  note  and  interest, 
with  costs. 


THE 
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Maclennan,  J.A.  October  3nd,  1902. 

aA. — CHAMBERS. 

CENTAUR  CYCLE  CO.  v.  HILL. 

Court  of  Appeal— Joint  Appeal  of  Two  Parties— Security  Furnished 
by  One — Payment  into  Court— Abandonment  of  Appeal—Motion 
for  Payment  out— Costs — Set-off— Increased  Security— -Limitation 
of  Amount—Rule  830. 

Motion  by  defendant  Love  to  have  paid  out  to  him  $200 
paid  into  Court  as  security  for  the  costs  of  the  appeal  to  the 
Court  of  Appeal  by  both  defendants. 

W.  E.  Raney,  for  defendant  Love. 

W.  H.  Blake,  K.C.,  for  defendant  Hill. 

W,  E.  Middleton,  for  plaintiffs. 

Maclennan,  J.A. — It  appears  that  defendant  Love  has 
abandoiied  his  appeal,  having  effected  a  settlement  with  plain- 
tiffs (respondents)  of  the  matters  in  dispute.  The  respond- 
ents do  not  object  to  the  payment  out,  if,  as  between  the  ap- 
pellants themselves.  Love  is  entitled  to  have  the  money  paid 
out  to  him.  The  objection  that  the  motion  for  payment  out 
ought  to  be  made  to  a  Judge  of  the  High  Court  was  waived, 
the  parties  agreeing  to  accept  the  decision  of  the  learned 
Judge  of  Appeal,  quantum  valeat. 

On  the  argument  I  decided  that  defendant  Lave  was  not 
entitled  to  succeed  on  his  motion,  defendant  Hill  desiring 
and  intending  to  avail  himself  of  the  deposit  and  to  proceed 
with  the  appeal.  It  appeared  that,  while  the  deposit  was 
made  by  Love  with  his  own  money,  the  notice  of  appeal  was 
a  joint  one,  and  the  deposit  was  made  in  the  name  of  both 
and  for  the  joint  benefit.  It  was,  in  effect,  a  loan  or  advance 
made  by  Love  to  or  for  the  benefit  of  his  co-defendant,  which 
could  not  be  recalled  by  undoing  the  purpose  which  it  was 
intended  to  serve  and  to  which  it  was  applied.  I,  therefore, 
dismissed  the  motion  with  costs,  but  reserved  the  question  of 
set-off. 

By  paragraphs  17  and  18  of  the  judgment  appealed 
against.  Love  is  entitled  to  be  indemnified  by  Hill  against  al] 

O.W.R.  NO.  38 
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amounts  payable  by  him,  Love,  under  the  judgment,  and  to 
recover  from  Hill  any  amount  uo  paid,  and  his  costs  of  the 
action  and  the  appeal  from  the  Master's  report.  I,  there- 
fore, direct  that  the  costs  of  Love's  motion  be  set  off  against 
anything  he  may  already  have  paid,  or  may  ultimately  have 
to  pay,  under  those  paragraphs  of  the  judgment,  as  the  result 
of  the  appeal. 

Motion  by  plaintiffs  for  an  order  for  increased  security, 
on  the  ground  that  the  appeal  will  be  more  than  usually 
expensive. 

W.  E.  Middleton,  for  plaintiffs. 

C.  W.  Kerr,  for  defendant  Hill. 

Maclennan,  J.A.  : — As  to  the  motion  for  increased 
security  for  costs,  I  think,  having  regard  to  the  nature  of  the 
case  and  the  proceedings  before  the  Master  and  on  the  appeals 
from  his  report,  the  appeal  will  be  more  expensive  than  usual, 
and  the  security  should  be  increased.  But,  upon  the  true 
construction  of  "Rule  830,  sub-sees.  1,  4,  and  8,  the  sum  paid 
into  Court  cannot  be  increased  to  more  than  $400. 

Order  made  for  payment  into  Court  of  an  additional  sum 
of  $200.     Costs  of  the  motion  to  be  costs  in  the  appeal. 


MacMahon,  J.  October  3rd,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

STOKES  v.  CONTINENTAL  LIFE  INS.  CO. 

Fraud  and  Misrepresentation — Contract  to  Take  8hare4t— Fraud  of 
Agent— Notice  to  Company — Right  to  Recover  Money  Paid. 

The  defendant  company  employed  defendant  Nesbitt  as 
their  jagent  to  solicit  subscriptions  for  the  shares  of  the  com- 
pany. They  supplied  him  with  application  forms  for  stock, 
and  with  blank  receipts  for  the  moneys  he  might  obtain  from 
those  who  paid  the  first  instalment  on  the  stock.  Nesbitt  and 
one  Acheson  went  to  plaintiff  and  asked  him  to  become  a 
shareholder.  Plaintiff  was  not  a  business  man,  but  a  retired 
farmer.  He  at  first  absolutely  declined  to  become  a  share- 
holder. A  good  deal  of  persuasion  was  used  by  Nesbitt  and 
Acheson,  and  at  last  plaintiff  signed,  in  pencil,  an  applica- 
tion for  50  shares,  Nesbitt  agrei^ing  that  he  would  not  use  the 
application  in  any  way  and  would  not  shew  it,  and  would  re- 
turn it  in  three  or  four  days,  if  required.  That  application  was 
cancelled.  On  a  subsequent  occasion  Nesbitt  visited  plaintiff 
alone,  and  plaintiff  then  signed,  in  ink,  a  second  application 
for  50  shares,  Nesbitt  saying :  "  If  you  sign  this  application, 
I  will  give  you  an  agreement  executed  by  myself  and  Mr. 
Acheson  by  which  we  will  be  bound  to  take  these  shares  off 
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y©Tir  hands  if  you  are,  within  three  months,  dissatisfied  with 
your  bargain,  and  we  will  sell  them  and  pay  your  money 
back."  After  the  application  was  signed,  Nesbitt  told  plain- 
tiff to  meet  him  at  a  bank,  and  when  plaintiff  paid  the  moncfy, 
Nesbitt  would  give  him  the  agreement  signed  by  himself  and 
Acheson.  Plaintiff  paid  the  money,  but  never  received  the 
agreement.  This  action  was  brought  against  the  company 
and  Nesbitt  to  recover  back  the  money  so  paid,  the  plaintiff 
alleging  false  and  fraudulent  representations  by  Xesbitt. 
The  action  was  tried  at  Stratford  without  a  jury. 

J.  P.  Mabee,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

E.  Coatsworth,  for  defendant  company. 

B.  S.  Robertson,  Stratford,  for  defendant  Nesbitt 

MacMahon,  J. : — I  find  that  Stokes  was  induced  to  part 
with  his  money  on  the  promise  that  the  agreement  would  be 
given  to  him  at  the  bank  when  the  vmoney  was  paid ;  and  he 
went  there  for  the  purpose  of  concluding  the  transaction  on 
the  basis  of  the  agreement  being  executed  by  both  Stokes  and 
Acheson.  .  .  .  Nesbitt  did  not  impress  me  favourably, 
and  I  could  not,  in  the  face  of  Acheson^s  denial  of  his  having 
consented  to  sign  any  agreement,  find  that  a  promise  was 
ever  made  by  Acheson  to  Nesbitt  to  sign  such  an  agreement. 
Nesbitt  having  got  the  plaintiff^s  money  under  the  circum- 
stances stated,  I  think  he  deliberately  planned  a  fraud  upon 
Stokes,  whose  money  he  obtained. 

Before  any  allotment  of  stock  was  made  to  Stokes,  he 
wrote  to  the  company  that  the  agreement  had  been  promised 
him,  and  that  Acheson  repudiated  having  made  any  promise 
to  Nesbitt  to  signi  the  agreement.  So  that,  in  fact,  before 
there  was  any  allotment  of  stock  made  or  any  stock  certificate 
issued,  the  defendant  company  was  aware  of  the  alleged  fraud 
of  their  agent. 

Mr.  Coatsworth  contended  that  the  agreement  which  Nes- 
bitt promised  to  give  Stokes  was  an  independent  collateral 
agreement  of  the  agent  acting  on  his  own  behalf,  and  not 
within  the  scope  of  his  authority  as  agent  for  the  company. 
The  giving  of  the  agreement  referred  to  led  up  to  and  formed 
part  of  the  very  contract  into  which  plaintiff  consented  to 
enter.  On  the  strength  of  the  agenf  s  representation  that 
Acheson  had  promised  to  execute  the  agreement,  Stokes 
parted  with  his  money,  which  was  immediately  forwarded  by 
the  agent  to  the  defendant  company.  Nesbitt  had  no  author- 
ity to  make  the  fraudulent  representation  to  Stokes  which 
induced  him  to  part  with  his  money,  but,  as  T  have  already 
said,  that  fraudulent  representation  formed  part  of  tho  con- 
tract of  which  the  company  got  the  benefit. 
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[Barwick  v.  English  Joint  Stock  Bank.  L.  B.  2  Ex.  at  p. 
265,  Mackay  v.  Commercial  Bank  of  New  Brunswick,  L.  B.  5 
P.  C.  394-411,  Ranger  v.  Great  Western  B.  W.  Co.,  5  H.  L.  C. 
86,  and  Adie  v.  Western  Bank  of  Scotland,  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  Sc. 
145,  referred  to  as  justifying  the  conclusion  that  the  defend- 
ant company  were  affected  hy  the  agent's  fraud.  Nasmith 
V.  Manning,  5  A.  R.  126,  distinguished.] 

The  defendant  Nesbitt  was  a  proper  party  to  the  suit,  and 
the  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  elect  against  which  party  he 
would  take  judgment.     See  Addison  on  Torts,  6th  ed.,  p.  748. 

There  will  be  judgment  for  plaintiff  against  both  defend- 
ants for  the  sum  of  $650,  with  interest  from  12th  December, 
1899,  together  with  costs  of  suit. 


Bell,  Horne,  Macwatt,  Co.  C. JJ.    September  1st,  1902. 

assessment  appeal. 

Re  united  gas  AND  OIL  CO.  OF  ONTARIO  AND 
TOWNSHIP  OF  COLCHESTER  SOUTH. 

Assessment  and  Taxes— Valuation  of  Property — Oas  Pipes— Natural 

Gas  Company. 

An  appeal  by  the  company  from  the  decision  of  the  Court 
of  Revision  for  the  township  of  Colchester  South  confirming 
an  assessment. 

J.  H.  Coburn,  Walkerville,  for  the  appellants. 

J.  H.  Rodd,  Windsor,  for  the  township  corporation. 

The  judgment  of  the  Board  of  County  Court  Judges  was 
delivered  by 

« 

Bell,  Co.  J. — The  appellants  were  assessed  in  this  town- 
ship for  the  year  1902  for  44,626  feet  of  8-inch  pipe,  all  of 
which,  with  the  exception  of  594  feet,  is  on  private  property. 

The  Court  of  Revision  confirmed  the  assessment. 

All  of  the  above  pipe  was,  when  the  assessment  was  made, 
in  actual  use  for  conveying:  natural  gas  from  the  wells  in  an 
adjacent  township  to  Windsor,  Walkerville,  and  other  places, 
where  it  was  used  for  supplying  heat. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  for  a  number  of  years 
prior  to  and  includingf  the  first  part  of  the  year  1901,  there 
was  a  large  supply  of  gas,  and  the  business  of  the  company 
was  carried  on  at  a  profit.  It  further  appears  that  in  1901 
there  was  a  great  falling  off  in  the  supply  of  gas,  continued 
up  to  the  present  time,  and  that  the  income  of  the  company 
was  practically  expended  in  the  expenses  connected  with  the 
carrying  it  on,  notwithstanding  an  increase  of  20  per  cent, 
in  the  selling  price  of  the  gas. 
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Up  to  the  passing  of  2  Edw.  VII.  ch.  31  the  company 
was  liable  to  assessment  for  the  cash  value  of  the  pipes  "  esti- 
mated as  if  appraised  in  payment  of  a  just  debt  from  a  solvent 
debtor/'  On  this  basis  the  evidence  is  that  8-inch  pipe 
should  be  assessed  at  10  cents  per  foot^  but  only  pipe  on 
public  property  is  assessable  under  the  Act. 

The  statute  passed  at  the  last  session  has  entirely  changed 
the  basis  of  assessment^  and,  when  this  assessment  was  made^ 
'  the  law  was  that  "  the  pipes,  conduits,  etc.,  shall,  when  and 
so  long  as  in  actual  use,  be  assessed  at  their  actual  cash  value 
as  the  same  would  be  appraised  upon  a  sale  to  another  com- 
pany possessing  similar  powers,  rights,  and  franchises  in  and 
from  the  municipality,  and  subject  to  similar  conditions  and 
burdens,  regard  being  had  to  all  circumstances  adversely 
affecting  their  value,  including  the  non-user  of  such  pro- 
perty.'' 

The  evidence  herein  shews  that,  owing  to  the  failure  in 
the  supply  of  gas,  there  is  practically  no  profit  in  carrying 
on  the  business,  or  that  the  profit  is  very  small;  that,  not- 
withstanding continuous  efforts  to  obtain  a  further  supply  by 
sinking  new  wells,  no  further  supply  has  been  obtained. 
Under  these  circumstances,  what  would  be  the  actual  cash 
value  of  the  pipes,  etc.,  "  as  the  same  would  be  appraised  upon 
a  sale  to  another  company,"  etc.  ?  The  evidence,  in  our  opin- 
ion, warrants  the  conclusion  that  as  a  going  concern  they 
could  not  be  appraised  as  having  any  cash  value.  We  are  also 
of  opinion  that  the  pipes,  etc.,  might  properly  be  appraised 
upon  a  sale  to  another  company  at  the  price  that  they  would 
bring  in  the  market.  We  find  that  the  cash  value  of  the 
taxable  pipe  on  public  property  is  594  feet  of  8-inch  pipe  at 
10c.  per  foot,  making  a  total  of  $59.40. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  assessment  should  be  reduced 
to  this  last  mentioned  amount. 

The  appellants  are  entitled  to  their  costs. 


Winchester,  Master.  September  29th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

PAERAMORE  v.  BOSTON  MFG.  CO. 

J^aient  for  Invention— Action  for  Infringement  —Motion  to  Stap— 
Proposal  to  Proceed  in  Exchequer  Court  to  Avoid  Patent. 

Motion  by  defendants  to  postpone  trial  of  this  action  in 
order  to  enable  them  to  bring  an  action  in  the  Exchequer 
Court  of  Canada  to  set  aside  plaintiff's  patent  of  invention. 
This  action  was  brought  to  restrain  defendants  from  infring- 
ing plaintiff's  patent.    The  defendants  delivered  a  defence 
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letting  tip  priof  user,  want  of  novelty,  that  the  patent  was! 
not  a  valid  and  subsisting  patent,  and  also  that  plaintiff  had 
imported  the  patented  invention  or  caused  it  to  be  imported, 
contrary  to  the  provisions  of  sec.  37  (6)  of  the  Patent  Act, 
and  other  defences.  The  defendants  now  sought,  after  issue 
joined,  to  have  the  trial  postponed  until  they  should  have 
proceeded  in  the  Exchequer  Court  to  have  the  patent  set  aside 
on  the  ground  of  the  contravention  of  sec.  37  (h), 

G.  H.  Kilmer,  for  defendants. 

J.  W.  Bain,  for  plaintiff. 

The  Master. — Had  the  defendants  brought  their  action 
for  the  purpose  indicated,  they  would  have  been  in  a  better 
position  to  support  tliis  application.  It  may  be  that  their 
•other  defences  to  the  action  will  be  successful,  and  that  there 
need  be  no  further  litigation  between  the  parties.  It  would 
not  be  fair  to  stop  plaintiff's  proceedings,  properly  instituted, 
to  enable  defendants  to  defend  themselves  in  another  Court, 
while  they  have  a  sufficient  defence  in  this  Court.  The  trial 
Judge  will,  no  doubt,  if  applied  to  at  the  trial,  and  if  he  con- 
sider it  in  the  interests  of  justice,  stay  any  judgment  to  enable 
defendants  to  prosecute  their  rights  in  another  Court,  if  they 
have  no  right  to  do  so  before  him. 

Motion  referred  to  the  trial  Judge. 


Meredith,  C.J.  September  29th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

METALLIC  ROOFING  CO.  v.  LOCAL  UNION  No.  30, 

AMALGAMATED  SHEET  METAL  WORKERS' 

INTERNATIONAL  ASSOCIATION. 

Parties— Vniticorjforated    Voluntary   Association — Motion   to    Strike 

out  Name — Injunction — Trial, 

Appeal  by  defendant  association  from  order  of  Master  in 
Chambers  (ante  573)  dismissing  their  application  for  an 
order  striking  their  name  out  of  the  style  of  cause. 

J.  Q.  O'Donoghue,  for  appellants. 

W.  N.  Tilley,  for  plaintiffs. 

Meredith,  C.J.,  affirmed  the  order,  but  added  to  it  a  de- 
claration that  the  dismissal  of  the  appellants'  motion  is  to  be 
without  prejudice  to  their  raising  any  questions  as  to  their 
status  or  liabilities  on  the  pleadings,  and  varied  it  as  to  costs 
by  making  the  costs  of  the  application  costs  in  the  cause. 
Costs  of  appeal  to  be  costs  in  the  cause  also. 
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Boyd,  C.  October  6th,  1902. 

chambers. 
EEX  EX  REL.  EOBERTS  v.  PONSFOED. 

Municipal  Electiom  —  Irregularities  at  Poll  —  Aldermen  of  Citv — 
Election  hy  General  Vote  — Voters  Voting  More  than  Once— 
Afteding  Result. 

Appeal  by  relator  froin  order  of  Master  in  Chambers  {ante 
590)  dismissing  application  by  relator  to  set  aside  the  election 
of  eleven  persons  as  aldermen  for  the  city  of  St.  Thomas,  at 
the  general  election  held  on  the  6th  January,  1902,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  election  was  not  conducted  according  to  law. 

J.  M.  McEvoy,  London,  for  relator. 

E.  E.  A.  DuVeraet  and  W.  K.  Cameron,  St.  Thomas,  for 
respondents. 

Boyd,  C.  : — -'While  the  matter  is  somewhat  doubtful  as  to 
the  case  of  the  last  successful  candidate,  Luton,  it  is  very 
clear  that  the  election  of  the  other  ten  cannot  be  effectively 
impeached. 

Luton  polled  728  votes,  and  the  next  highest  vote,  of  706, 
was  cast  in  favour  of  Price.  Taking  it  that  90  votes,  as 
found  by  the  Master,  were  illegal — ^because  that  number  of 
double  votes  were  cast,  contrary  to  the  law  as  amended  by  the 
Municipal  Amendment  Act  of  1901,  sec.  9 — and  that  all  these 
votes  could  be  attributed  to  Luton's  total  and  deducted  from 
it,  that  would  leave  Price  ahead  of  Luton.  But  that  would 
be  an  improper  assumption.  The  error  about  double  voting 
was  a  common  one  as  to  all  parties.  Luton  himself  was  not 
active  in  the  promotion  of  his  elrction ;  he  sought  no  votes 
in  any  way;  and  does  not  seem  to  have  profited  by  the  dupli- 
cate voting.  The  more  reasonable  assumption  would  be  that 
the  illegal  and  irregular  votes  were  divided,  and  as  many  cast 
for  Price  as  for  Luton.  Other  makeweights  of  alleged  irregu- 
larities cannot  be  brought  in  on  the  argument,  which  were 
not  relied  upon  in  the  original  notice,  especially  when  they 

O.W.R.  NO.  34 
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arc  of  comparatively  trivial  character:  sec.  226.  I  am  not 
disposed  to  disagree  with  the  Master's  conclusions,  partieu- 
larly  having  regard  to  the  fact  that  this  is  a  municipal  elec- 
tion, good  only  for  a  year,  of  which  the  greater  part  has  now 
elapsed. 

Appeal  dismissed  without  costs. 


October  6th,  1002. 

divisional  court. 

MACKAY  V.  COLONIAL  INVESTMENT  AND  LOAN 

CO. 

Writ  of  Summons— Service  out  of  Jurisdiction — Foreign  Company-- 
Transfer  of  Assets  in  Ontario  to  Ontario  Company— Action  to 
Set  aside— Conditional  Appearance— Res  Judicata. 

An  appeal  by  the  defendants  from  the  order  of  Street, 
J.,  ante  592,  affirming  the  order  of  the  Master  in  Chambers, 
ante  569,  refusing  defendants'  application  to  set  aside  pro- 
ceedings on  the  ground  of  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  On- 
tario Court  to  entertain  the  action;  and  an  appeal  by  the 
defendants,  also,  from  so  much  of  the  order  of  Boyd  C,  of 
26th  September,  1902,  allowing  defendants  to  enter  a  condi- 
tional appearance,  as  directed  that  it  should  be  without  pre- 
judice to  any  right  that  plaintiffs  might  have  to  set  up  res 
judicata. 

The  appeal  was  heard  by  Meredith,  C.J.,  MacMahon, 

J.,  LOUNT,  J. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  the  defendants  the  Colonial 
Investment  and  Loan  Company. 

W.  M.  Douglas,  K.C.,  for  the  other  defendants. 

C.  D.  Scott,  for  plaintiffs. 

The  Court  varied  the  order  of  Boyd,  C,  by  striking  out 
the  part  objected  to,  and  varied  the  orders  of  Street,  J.,  and 
the  Master  by  inserting  a  clause  to  the  effect  that  the  dis- 
nii.-sal  of  the  defendants'  motion  is  to  be  without  prejudice 
to  defendants'  right  to  plead  want  of  jurisdiction. 

Ccsts  of  appeal  to  be  costs  in  the  cause. 
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Falconbridge,  C.J.  October  7th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

WALKERVILLE  MATCH  CO    v.    SCOTTISH    UXION 

AND  NATIONAL  INS.  CO. 

iMurance— Fire— Contract — Authority  of  Agent. 

Action  to  recover  $3,083.45  under  a  fire  insurance  con- 
tract in  respect  of  plaintiffs'  factory  at  Walkerville,  and  con- 
tents. The  defence  was  that  the  defendants  had  not  issued  a 
policy,  and  that  they  were  not  bound  by  a  receipt  issued  in 
the  name  of  one  Davis,  who  had  been  an  agent,  but  had  been 
superseded. 

A.  H.  Clarke,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

0.  E.  Fleming,  Windsor,  for  defendants. 

Falconbrtdge,  C.J. : — The  material  facts  were  not  in 
dispute;  the  question  was  as  to  the  proper  inference  from  the 
facts.  Davis  said  he  ceased  to  be  agent  of  the  company  in 
February,  1901.  The  special  agent  of  the  company,  Eogers, 
confirmed  this.  The  receipt  in  question  was  issued  by  one 
Mezger,  signed  by  him  in  Davis's  name,  on  the  25th  April, 
1901.  The  insurance  was  not  entered  in  the  register,  the 
money  for  the  premium  did  not  reach  any  one  who  could  be 
called  an  agent  of  the  company  till  after  the  fire,  and  it  did 
not  appear  that  anything  was  known  about  the  risk  at  the 
defendants'  head  office  at  Hartford  till  after  the  loss.  Under 
these  circumstances,  the  plaintiffs  cannot  recover.  The 
doctrine  laid  down  in  cases  like  Trueman  v.  Loder,  11  A.  &  E. 
589,  has  not  been  extended  to  an  insurance  contract.  Sum- 
mers V.  Commercial  Union  Assce.  Co.,  6  S.  C.  R.  19,  seems 
to  be  against  plaintiffs'  contention. 

Action  dismissed  without  costs. 


October  7th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

OTTAWA  GAS  CO.  v.  CITY  OF  OTTAWA- 

Costa—Right  of  Party  to  Coats  against  Opposite  Party— No  Liability 
to  Solicitor— Corporation  Solicitor  Paid  by  Salary— Change  in 
By-law  of  Corporation, 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  order  of  Street,  J.,  in  Cham- 
brs,  reversing  decision  of  local  Master  at  Ottawa  that  de- 
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fendants  were  not  entitled  to  tax  profit  costs  against  plain- 
tiffs, defendants  being  under  no  liability  to  pay  costs  to  their 
solicitor. 

H.  T.  Beck,  for  plaintiffs. 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  defendants. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C-J.,  Mac- 
Mahon,  J.,  LouNT,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Meredith,  C.J. : — Judgment  was  pronounced  in  this  ac- 
tion on  the  14th  September,  1901,  dismissing  the  action  with 
costs.  The  defendants  brought  in  their  bill  of  costs  for  tax- 
ation. It  was  objected  by  the  plaintiffs  that  the  arrange- 
ment between  the  defendants  and  their  solicitor  was  such  as 
according  to  law  disentitled  the  defendants  to  recover  more 
than  disbursements.  The  local  Master  and  deputy  registrar 
at  Ottawa  decided  in  favour  of  the  contention  of  the  plain- 
tiffs. Upon  appeal  to  my  learned  brother  Street,  the  Mas- 
ter's decision  was  reversed,  that  learned  Judge  being  of  opin- 
ion that  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  their  profit  costs,  as 
well  as  to  the  disbursements. 

At  the  time  judgment  in  the  action  was  pronounced,  the 
arrangement  between  the  defendants  and  thedr  solicitor  was 
that  he  was  to  receive  a  salary  of  $1,800  a  year,  for  all  ser- 
vices, including  the  costs  of  litigation  in  which  the  clients 
should  be  engaged.  The  by-law  providing  for  that  was  passed 
on  the  21st  February,  1898.  On  the  10th  July,  1902,  a  by- 
law was  passed  amending  the  earlier  by-law,  by  providing 
that,  in  addition  to  the  salary,  the  solicitor  should  be  entitled 
for  his  own  use  to  the  costs  of  actions  which  he  prosecuted  or 
defended  for  his  clients  in  which  costs  were  recovered. 

My  learned  brother  Street  was  of  opinion  that  the  later 
by-law  was  the  one  which  governed  the  rights  of  the  parties. 

tTpon  the  argument  before  us,  Mr.  Moss,  while  not  giving 
up  that  point,  did  not  strongly  urge  it,  and  it  seems  to  us 
that  that  position  cannot  be  maintained.  The  judgment,  as 
I  have  said,  was  pronounced  on  the  14th  September,  1901, 
and  the  question,  as  it  seems  to  us,  is,  what  were  the  rights  of 
the  defendants  in  the  circumstances  as  they  existed  at  that 
date,  and  not  what  they  were  on  or  after  the  10th  July,  1902. 

If  it  were  not  so,  a  client  might  arrange  with  a  solicitor 
that  he  should  conduct  litigation  without  any  charge  to  him 
at  all,  and  in  the  event  of  success  the  agreement  might  be 
afterwards  varied  by  providing  that  the  solicitor  should  re- 
ceive his  profit  costs  as  well  as  his  disbursements.  The  state- 
ment of  that  proposition  seems  to  me  to  contain  the  answer 
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to  the  position  which  was  given  effect  to  by  the  judgment  in 
appeal- 
Mr.  Moss,  however,  attempted  to  support  the  judgment 
upon  another  ground  argued  before  Mr.  Justice  Street,  but 
as  to  which  that  learned  Judge  did  not  find  it  necessary  to 
express  an  opinion.  His  contention  was  that  the  case  of 
Jarvis  v.  Great  Western  E.  W.  Co.,  8  C.  P.  280,  was  not  ap- 
plicable to  such  an  agreement  as  that  between  the  solicitor 
and  client  in  this  case.  That  case  was  followed  (the  late  Sir 
Adam  Wilson,  dissenting,)  in  a  case  of  Stevenson  v.  City  of 
Kingston,  31  jO.  P.  333,  and  has  been  recognized  in  subse- 
<(uent  cases,  to  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  refer,  and  also  by 
the  Legislature  in  the  amendment  which  it  made  to  the  ^luni- 
cipal  Act,  sec.  320,  sub-sec.  3,  enabling  a  solicitor  to  tax  costs 
under  an  agreement  such  as  that  which  was  effected  between 
the  solicitor  and  the  clients  by  the  agreement  authorized  by 
the  bv-law  of  the  10th  Julv,  1902. 

Mr.  Moss  in  his  able  argument  referred  to  and  relied  upon 
the  case  of  Galloway  v.  Corporation  of  London,  L.  R.  4  Eq. 
90,  and  also  upon  Henderson  v.  Merthyr  Tydfil  Urban  Dis- 
trict Council,  [1900]  1  Q.  B.  434. 

.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  judgment  of  Vice-Chancellor 
Wood  in  the  Galloway  case  is  opposed  to  the  decisions  in  our 
Courts,  and  the  practice  which  has  prevailed  here ;  and  Hen- 
derson V.  Merthyr  Tydfil  perhaps  is  also,  although  in  the 
latter  case  reliance  was  placed  upon  the  provisions  of  the 
English  Attorneys*  Act  of  1870,  which  authorized  an  agree- 
nunt  between  a  client  and  solicitor  for  compensating  the 
solicitor  bv  a  different  rate  of  remuneration  from  that  fixed 
1)V  the  tariff- 

It  seems  to  us  that  we  ought  to  follow  what  we  understand 
to  be  the  principle  of  the  decision  in  Jarvis  v.  Great  Western 
R.  W.  Co.,  which,  as  I  have  said,  has  been  recognized  and 
acted  upon,  and  which  is  the  well  understood  rule  in  this 
Province.  It  is  true  that  in  that  case  the  agreement  differed 
from  the  agreement  between  the  solicitor  and  client  in  this 
case.  In  that  case,  the  agreement  was  that  the  solicitor  should 
receive  an  annual  salary  for  all  his  services,  and  that  if  costs 
were  recovered  in  litigated  matters,  he  should  also  receive 
those  costs ;  and  some  stress  was  placed  in  the  judgment  upon 
the  fact  that  there  was  never  any  liability  upon  the  part  of 
the  client  to  pay  the  solicitor  these  costs.  They  only  became 
his  in  the  event  of  their  being  recovered  in  the  litigation. 

In  this  case  the  agreement  provides  that  costs  which  the 
c6rporation  recovers  are  to  be  paid  to  the  treasurer,  and  they 
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go,  therefore,  to  reimburse  the  corporation  pro  ianto  for  the 
salary  which  it  pays  to  its  solicitor.  Sir  Adam  Wilson  in  the 
Stevenson  case,  while  dissenting  from  the  view  adopted  by 
the  majority  of  the  Court,  was  of  opinion  that  a  provision 
fiuch  as  that  was  objectionable  and  contrary  to  public  policy. 

In  the  Galloway  case  and  in  the  Henderson  case,  it  is  said 
that,  where  a  lump  sum  is  payable  as  salary  for  all  services, 
if  it  can  be  shewn  that  the  client,  as  the  result  of  the  whole 
transaction,  will  have  nothing  or  not  as  much  as  the  taxed 
bill  to  pay,  he  is  not  entitled  to  profit  costs,  or  that  the  taxed 
bill  must  be  reduced  to  what  he  is  liable  to  pay.  It  is  pointed 
out  that  it  is  generally  almost  impossible  for  the  opposite 
party  to  shew  that  such  a  state  of  things  exists,  and  that, 
unless  he  can  shew  it,  the  fact  that  the  solicitor  is  paid  an 
annual  salarv  does  not  disentitle  the  client  to  recover  the 
<?osts  of  the  litigation  in  which  he  has  obtained  an  order  for 
the  payment  of  his  costs  by  the  opposite  party. 

As  I  have  said,  we  think  that  we  ought  to  follow  the  Jar- 
vis  case  in  our  own  Courts,  and  to  leave  it  to  the  appellants, 
if  they  are  dissatisfied,  to  take  the  opinion  of  a  higher  Court, 
where,  possibly,  the  English  practice,  so  far  as  it  differs  from 
ours,  may  be  held  to  be  the  true  rule. 

The  order  of  Mr.  Justice  Street,  in  our  opinion,  must  be 
reversed,  and  the  order  of  the  local  Master  restored,  with 
costs  to  the  appellants. 


October  7th,  1902. 

divisional  court. 

STANDAED  TEADING  CO.  v.  SEYBOLD. 

Discovery  —  Affidavit  of  Documents  —  Admission  of  Possession  of 
Document  —  Admissions  on  Examination  for  Discovery  —  Ke- 
examination  after  Examination  Closed. 

Appeal  by  defendant  Booth  from  order  of  Boyd,  C,  in 
Chambers,  reversing  an  order  of  the  local  Master  at  Ottawa, 
and  directing  defendant  Booth  to  file  a  further  and  better 
affidavit  on  production  and  to  attend  again  for  further  ex- 
amination for  discovery. 

D.  L.  McCarthy,  for  appellant. 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  plaintiffs. 
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The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  Mac- 
Mahon,  J.,  LouNT,  J.,)  was  delivered  by 

Meredith,  C.J. : — The  appellant  had  filed  an  aflSdavit 
as  to  documents  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  order  on  production. 
Some  months  afterwards  he  was  examined  for  discovery,  and 
was  interrogated  as  to  his  having  executed  a  certain  docu- 
ment, refeited  to  as  exhibit  6,  upon  which  the  plaintiffs  rely 
for  the  purpose  of  establishing  their  case.  So  far  from  there 
being  any  admission  by  the  appellant  that  he  had  ever  had  in 
Tiis  possession  or  then  had  such  a  document,  according  to  his 
recollection  as  then  stated  he  never  signed  any  such  document. 
In  these  circumstances  it  appears  to  us  that  no  case  was  made 
for  requiring  the  appellant  to  make  a  further  and  better  affi- 
davit on  production. 

The  affidavit,  as  I  have  said,  was  a  sufficient  compliance 
with  the  order,  and,  unless  it  was  shewn,  either  from  docu- 
ments which  were  produced  by  the  appellant  which  referred 
to  other  documents  which  were  not  produced,  or  from  his 
admissions,  that  he  had  other  documents,  a  further  and  better 
affidavit  on  production  ought  not,  according  to  the  practice, 
to  have  been  required  to  be  made.  Contentious  matter  can- 
not be  used  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an  affidavit  of  that 
kind,  nor  can  a  party  be  cross-examined  upon  his  affidavit  on 
production;  and,  as  was  determined  by  Mr.  Justice  Moss,  in 
one  of  the  cases  referred  to  (Dryden  v.  Smith,  17  P.  E.  500, 
17  Occ.  X.  262),  the  opposite  party  may  not  indirectly,  by 
means  of  an  examination  for  discovery,  do  that  which  he  may 
not  do  directly, — cross-examine  upon  an  affidavit  on  produc- 
1aon. 

As  to  the  other  part  of  the  order,  that  requiring  the  appel- 
lant to  attend  for  further  examination,  we  do  not  see  how  it 
can  be  supported.  The  respondents  deliberately  closed  their 
examination,  and  no  case  was  made,  either  upon  the  notice  of 
motion  or  upon  the  material  before  the  learned  Judge,  for 
directing  further  attendance, — if  it  be  within  the  power  of  the 
Court  to  compel  a  party  who  has  once  attended  for  examina- 
tion and  made  sufficient  answer  to  such  questions  as  were  put 
to  him,  to  attend  again,  which  was  disputed  by  Mr.  McCarthy, 
and  as  to  which  we  say  nothing. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  the  order  of  the  learned  Chan- 
cellor must  be  reversed,  with  costs  here  and  below  to  the  ap- 
pellant in  any  event  of  the  action. 
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Falconbridge,  C.J.  October  8th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

HENRY  V.  WARD. 

Principal  and  Agent  —  Purchase  of  Quods  by  Agent  —  Commigsion — 

Damages. 

Action  by  Joseph  M.  Henry  and  J.  J.  Kenyon,  tobac- 
oonifits  rc^siding  at  Ijeamington,  against  Henry  C.  Ward,  a 
tobacco  dealer  and  cigar  manufacturer,  who  did  business  at 
Leamington,  to  recover  $16,150  for  purchasing  for  the  de- 
fendant from  tobacco  growers  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
2.000,270  pounds  of  tobacco  at  a  commission  of  one  cent 
per  pound. 

J.  W.  Hanna,  Windsor,  for  plaintiffs. 
E.  S.  Wigle,  Windsor,  for  defendant. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. : — The  defendant  refused  or  became- 
unable  to  carry  out  the  terms  of  his  contract  with  plaintiffs 
before  they  had  done  anything  by  way  of  proceedings  leading 
to  ca,  re,  or  otherwise  to  impair  defendant's  chances  of  being 
able  to  fulfil  his  undertaking  with  plaintiffs,  and  through 
them  with  the  tobacco-growers  of  the  district.  If  plaintiffs 
neglected  to  any  extent  to  superintend  the  planting,  growings 
or  preparing  of  the  tobacco,  no  damage  resulted  therefrom  to 
defendant,  but  the  only  result,  as  matters  have  turned  out, 
would  seem  to  be  that  there  has  been  so  much  the  smaller 
quantity  of  tobacco  of  the  required  quality  produced,  and 
plaintiffs'  commission  will  be  thereby  proportionately  re- 
duced. It  matters  not  whether  plaintiffs'  claim  be  regarded 
as  commission  or  damages.  Sitting  as  a  jury,  I  arrive  at  the 
amount  grown  under  these  contracts  as  782,500  pounds,, 
which  means  $3,912.50  for  each  plaintiff  or  $7,825  in  all. 

Judgment  accordingly  with  costs. 


Winchester,  Master.  October  9th,  1902^ 

chambers. 

EXNIS  V.  READE.     . 

Pleading— Counterclaim— Striking  out— Parties— Action  by  ExeeutUm 
CrnHtor  of  Husband  to  Declare  Wife  Trustee  of  Land  for  Hus- 
band—Counterclaim by  Husband  for  Debt  Assigned  to  Him, 

Motion  by  plaintiff  to  strike  out  the  counterclaim. 
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Action  by  an  execution  creditor  of  defendant  Edgar  S. 
Heade  to  have  it  declared  that  his  co-defendant,  who  is  his 
'wife,  holds  certain  property  as  trustee  for  him,  and  that  the 
same  is  exigible  under  the  execution,  and  for  the  sale  of  such 
lands,  etc.  The  defendant  did  not  deny  the  plaintiff's  judg- 
ment, but  alleged  that  the  property  in  question  was  purchased 
by  the  wife  in  her  own  name  and  on  her  own  behalf,  and  that 
she  did  not  hold  it  as  trustee  for  her  husband.  The  husband 
•counterclaimed  against  plaintiff  for  $250,  and  submitted  to 
have  it  set  off  against  the  plaintiff's  judgment.  This  amount 
was  claimed  under  an  agreement  between  plaintiff  and  the 
-Canada  Company,  which  was  the  subject  of  a  County  Court 
action  by  that  company  against  plaintiff  some  time  ago.  That 
action  was  discontinued.  The  claim  was  assigned  to  the 
•counterclaiming  defendant.  It  was  not  clear  whether  the 
assignment  was  in  trust  for  the  company  or  not.  The  con- 
sideration was  nominal. 

J.  J.  Maclennan,  for  plaintiff,  contended  that  it  would  be 
necessary  to  add  the  Canada  Company  as  a  party  in  order 
to  dispose  of  the  counterclaim. 

J.  E.  Boaf,  for  defendants,  contra. 

The  Master  : — Even  if  the  counterclaim  were  admitted, 
it  would  not  render  the  trial  of  the  action  unnecessary,  as  the 
amount  due  by  the  husband  under  the  judgment  was  much 
greater  than  the  amount  of  the  counterclaim.  The  trial 
Judge,  if  the  plaintiff  succeeded,  would,  no  doubt,  direct  a 
reference  as  to  the  husband's  creditors  and  for  the  sale  of  the 
property,  and  he  would  have  time  to  have  his  counterclaim 
disposed  of  in  a  separate  County  Court  action,  in  which  all 
the  necessary  parties  could  be  added  without  any  diflBculty. 
J  made  an  order  striking  out  counterclaim,  with  leave  to  the 
defendant  Edgar  S.  Eeade  to  bring  a  separate  action  for  the 
■same  cause.     Costs  of  motion  to  plaintiff  in  the  cause. 


Winchester,  Master.  October  9th,  1902. 

chambers. 

HOWLAND  V.  PATTERSOISr. 

^Security  for  Costa -- Plaintiff  out  of  Jurisdiction  —  Property  within 
Jurisdiction — Shares  in  Mining  Company— Evidence  of  Value, 

Motion  by  plaintiff  to  set  aside  an  order  for  security  for 
costs  obtained  on  praecipe  by  defendant  company,  on  the 
ground  that  plaintiff,  though  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  was 
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poflsesBed  of  sufficient  means  within  the  jaiisdiction  of  this 
Court  to  answer  the  costs  of  the  action.  In  support  of  the 
application  plaintiff  .  filed  his  own  affidavit^  in  which  he 
claimed  to  be  entitled  to  common  stock  of  the  defendant 
company^  the  Nickel  Copper  Company  of  Ontario^  of  the  par 
value  of  $147^000  or  thereabouts^  but  he  did  not  state  what 
this  stock  could  be  sold  for.  He  also  examined  the  defendant 
Patterson  in  support  of  the  application^  but  the  latter  stated 
that  the  stock  could  not  be  sold.  In  answer  to  the  motion 
the  defendant  company  filed  the  affidavits  of  the  vice- 
president,  secretary,  and  two  of  the  directors  of  the  defendant 
company,  in  which  they  stated  that  the  common  stock  of  liie 
company  was  absolutely  valueless  and  unsaleable;  that  the 
company  had  heavy  liabilities,  and  creditors  had  obtained 
judgments  which  were  unsatisfied.  After  this  motion  was 
launched  the  solicitor  for  plaintiff  filed,  on  behalf  of  associ- 
ates of  plaintiff,  a  petition  for  the  winding-up  of  the  com- 
pany. 

B.  C.  Levesconte,  for  plaintiff. 

G.  H.  Levy,  for  defendant  company. 

The  Master  held  that  the  affidavits  of  the  directors  of 
the  company  were  conclusive  as  to  the  value  of  the  plaintiffs 
stock,  and,  as  he  did  not  appear  to  have  any  other  means 
within  the  jurisdiction,  his  application  failed. 

Motion  dismissed  with  costs  to  defendant  company  in  any 
event. 


Meredith,  J.  October  9th,  1902^ 

TRIAL.  • 

DOMINION  BANK  v.  EWING. 

Promissory  Note— Forgery— Notice — No  Repudiation  —  RatificaHon — 

Estoppel. 

Action  upon  a  promissory  note.     Defence,  forgery. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  W.  B.  Milliken,  for  plaintiffs. 

H.  S.  Osier,  K.C.,  and  F.  B.  Osier,  for  defendants. 

Meredith,  J. : — The  note  was  not  made  by  or  with  the 
Huthority  of  defendants;  but,  immediately  after  it  was  nego- 
tiated, they  became  aware,  through  a  notice  which  the  plain- 
tiffs sent  them,  of  it,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  were  the  holders 
of  it,  relying  upon  its  genuineness;  and  immediately  after 
receiving  such  notice  they  communicated  with  the  person  who 
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had  negotiated  the  note^  and,  at  his  instance  and  for  his 
benefit,  abstained  from  repudiating  it  until  about  four  months 
afterwards.  This  they  did  against  the  advice  of  their  solici- 
tor, and  in  the  belief  that  their  failing  to  promptly  repudiate 
would  make  them  liable  to  pay  the  note.  They  took  the  risk 
in  the  expectation  that  the  person  who  had  negotiated  the 
note  would  be  obliged  to,  and  would,  take  it  up  before  ma- 
turity, and  in  order  to  screen  and  accommodate  him  mean- 
time. Under  these  circumstances  the  defendants  are  liable. 
Scott  V.  Bank  of  New  Brunswick,  ^3  S.  C.  R.  277,  Brook  v. 
Hook,  L.  R.  6  Ex.  89,  McKenzie  v.  British  Linen  Co.,  6  App. 
Cas.  82,  referred  to.  Whether  there  could  be  ratification,  and 
whether  there  was  ratification,  the  defendants  were  estopped 
from  denying  the  making  of  the  note.  Ogilvie  v.  West  Aus- 
tralian Mortgage  and  Agency  Corporation,  [1896]  A.  C. 
257,  269,  270,  and  Merchants  Bank  v.  Lucas,  15  A.  R.  573, 
587,  referred  to. 

Judgment  for  plaintiffs  for  amount  of  note  with  costs. 


Britton,  J.  October  9th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

HOLNESS  V.  RUSSELL. 

Deed— Conveyance  of  Land— Cutting  dotcn  to  Mortgage — Improvidence 

—Fraud. 

Action  by  Elizabeth  Holness  to  have  a  deed  of  certain 
houses  and  land  in  the  village  of  East  Toronto,  and  a  bill  of 
sale  of  certain  chattels,  which  she  executed  in  favour  of  de- 
fendant, John  Russell,  on  the  13th  July,  1893,  set  aside  and 
declared  to  be  a  mortgage  only,  and  for  an  account  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  land,  and  a  return  of  the  chattels,  or 
their  value.  She  also  alleged  (in  the  alternative)  that  the 
transaction  on  her  part  was  an  improvident  one,  and  that  she 
acted  entirely  upon  the  suggestion  and  recommendation  of 
defendant  and  without  any  independent  advice.  The  de- 
fendant denied  that  there  was  any  agreement  that  he  should 
make  a  loan  upon  the  security  of  the  property,  and  asserted 
that  he  purchased  both  land  and  chattels  for  a  fair  price, 
$1,200,  which  he  paid  to  plaintiff. 

E.  Coatsworth,  for  plaintiff. 

E.  F.  B.  Johnston,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

Britton,  J.,  after  reviewing  the  evidence,  held  that, 
having  regard  to  McMicken  v.  Ontario  Bank,  20  S.  C.  R.  548, 
ii  could  not  be  declared  that  the  deed,  absolute  on  its  face, 
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was  intended  to  operate  as  a  mortgage  only.  As  to  the  impro- 
vidence alleged^  he  held  that  the  defendant  had  not  taken  un- 
due advantage  of  plaintiff  by  reason  of  circumstances  such  as 
governed  the  decision  in  Slator  v.  Nolan,  Ir.  K.  11  Eq.  386, 
cited  in  Waters  v.  Donnelly,  9  0.  R.  at  p.  401.  The  plaintiff 
was  not  at  the  time  of  the  sale  in  ^'  distress.^'  She  could  not 
be  charged  with  "wildness"  or  general  "recklessness"  or 
want  of  care.  See  Wallis  v.  Andrews,  16  Gr.  624;  Evans  v. 
Llewellan,  3  Cox  333 ;  Fry  v.  Lane,  40  Ch.  D.  312.  There, 
no  doubt,  was  imdervalue»here,  but  not  so  gross  as  in  itself  to 
amount  to  evidence  of  fraud. 

Action  dismissed  without  costs. 


October  9th,  1902. 

u     i-  C.  A. 

SAWERS  V.  CITY  OP  TORONTO. 

Ahseasment  and  Taxea^Distress— "Owner'* — Agreement  for  Purchase 
—Pari  Performance— Local  Improvement  Rates — Abandonment  of 
Distress. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  Boyd,  C,  dismiss- 
ing action  for  illegal  distress  for  taxes.  The  facts  are  stated 
in  the  judgment  appealied  against,  2  0.  L.  R.  717. 

J.  W.  McCuUough  and  S.  W.  McKeown,  for  plaintiff. 

J.  S.  FuUerton,  K.C.,  and  W.  C.  Chisholm,  for  defend- 
ants. 

On  the  19th  September,  1902,  the  Court  intimated  that 
the  appeal  was  dismissed. 

On  the  9th  October  the  opinion  of  the  Court  (Osler, 
Maclennan,  Moss,  Garrow,  J  J.  A.)  was  delivered  by 

Garrow,  J. A.: — The  Chancellor  has  seen  fit,  with,  I 
think,  probability  at  least  on  his  side,  to  accept  defendants' 
version,  and  to  hold  that  there  was  no  abandonment.  We 
certainly  ought  not  to  reverse  that  conclusion. 

Upon  the  other  leading  question,  namely,  whether 
plaintiff  was  an  "  owner,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  Assess- 
ment Act,  I  have,  after  some  doubt,  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  judgment  appealed  against  is  right  in  holding  that 
he  was  an  "owner,"  and  not  merely  a  tenant  or  occupant; 
and  this  is,  of  course,  decisive  of  the  action,  because,  if  he 
was  an  "  owner,"  his  goods  and  chattels  on  the  assessed  prem- 
ises were  liable  to  seizure  for  the  unpaid  taxes,  whether  his 
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name  is  in  the  collector's  roll  or  not :  R.  S.  0.  1887  ch.  224, 
sec.  136,  sub-sec.  1  (3). 

[Ee  Flett  and  United  Counties  of  Prescott  and  Russell, 
IS  A.  R.  1,  distinguished.] 

Here  the  inquiry  is,  who,  in  the  circumstances  which  exist, 
is  the  taxable  owner?  There  must  always  be  such  a  person 
somewhere  after  grant  from  the  Crown.  No  other  property 
interests  are  involved,  and  it,  therefore,  seems  fair  to  look  at 
the  matter  as  if  it  were  simply  one  between  the  vendor  and 
the  vendee  imder  such  an  instrument,  and,  looking  at  it  in 
that  way,  I  think  the  proper  conclusion  is,  that  for  the  pur- 
poses of  taxation  the  vendee  who  is  in  possession  under  such 
a  contract  as  the  one  in  question,  is  to  be  regarded  as  an 
owner  and  liable  for  the  taxes.  An  additional  reason  for  stf 
holding  in  the  present  case  is,  that  the  plaintiff  had  agreed 
with  his  vendor  to  pay  the  taxes. 

It  was  urged  that  there  was  no  demand  of  payment,  as 
required  by  sec.  134.  The  fair  inference,  however,  is,,  upon 
the  evidence,  that  such  demand  was  duly  made,  as  the  learned 
Chancellor  has  found.  Cogent  evidence  of  the  demand  is,  I 
think,  to  be  found  in  the  fact  that  plaintiff  actually  paid  the 
first  instalment.  True,  he  now  says  this  was  paid  in  his  ab- 
sence by  mistake ;  but  it  was  paid  with  his  money,  and  we  find 
no  evidence  that  he  made  any  attempt  upon  his  return  to  have 
the  mistake  rectified  and  the  money  refunded  before  this  diffi- 
culty arose. 

Then  it  is  said  the  time  for  the  return  of  the  roll  had  ex- 
pired, and  the  collector  was  therefore  functus  officio.  The 
roll  had  not  in  fact  been  returned,  and  still  at  the  time  of  the 
seizure  was  in  the  hands  of  the  collector,  who  was  still  col- 
lector, and  this  was  long  ago  determined,  properly  we  think, 
to  be  all  that  is  necessary  to  entitle  him  to  proceed:  New- 
berry V.  Stephens,  16  U.  C.  R.  65;  Lewis  v.  Brady,  17  0.  R. 
377 ;  McDonell  v.  City  of  Toronto,  1  0.  W.  R.  494. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 


October  9th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

HENNING  V.  MACLEAN. 

Will— Conatruction— Alternative  Dispoaition— Death  of  Testator  and 
Wife  **  at  the  Same  Time "  —  Lapse  of  Sixteen  Days  between 
Deaths — Intestacy, 

Appeal  by  defendants  Catherine  Isabella  Maclean,  Minnie 
MacTavish,  and  the  executors  of  the  will  of  the  deceased 
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defendant  Marianne  Ball,  from  a  part  of  the  judgment  of  a 
Divisional  Court  (2  0.  L.  E.  169)  reversing  the  judgment  of 
Falconbridge,  C.J.,  at  the  trial,  and  declaring  that  the 
alternative  provisions  contained  in  the  second  paragraph  of 
the  will  of  the  late  Thomas  Henning,  made  on  the  10th  June, 

1887,  never  took  effect,  and  that  his  estate  descended  to  his 
next  of  kin  as  upon  an  intestacy,  and  that  the  executors  ap- 
pointed by  the  alternative  provisions  of  the  will,  to  whom 
probate  was  granted,  became  trustees  for  the  next  of  kin. 
The  testator,  by  the  first  clause  of  his  will,  gave  all  his  estate 
to  his  wife  and  appointed  her  executrix.  The  second  clause 
began :  "  In  case  both  my  wife  and  myself  should  by  acci- 
dent or  otherwise  be  deprived  of  life  at  the  same  time,  I  re- 
quest the  following  disposition  to  be  made  of  my  property.'* 
And  he  then  went  on  to  divide  his  estate  and  appoint  execu- 
tors. The  appellants  were  given  life  interests  in  part  of  his 
estate,  and  so  was  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  testator's  brother, 
John  Henning.  The  executors  proved  the  will,  upon  the 
assumption  that  the  testator  and  his  wife  died  at  the  same 
time,  and  retained  the  corpus  of  the  estate  under  their  con- 
trol, paying  out  the  income  to  the  persons  named  as  bene- 
ficiaries.   The  wife  of  the  testator  died  on  the  11th  December, 

1888,  and  the  testator  on  the  27th  of  the  same  month.  Both 
were  ill  at  the  same  time,  of  the  disease  which  caused 
their  respective  deaths,  but  there  was  an  interval  of  16  days 
between  the  two.  The  Divisional  Court  held  that  they  were 
not  "deprived  of  life  at  the  same  time,"  and,  as  the  other 
event,  of  the  testator  surviving  his  wife,  had  not  been  pro- 
vided for  by  the  will,  tliat  he,  in  effect,  died  intestate. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  A.  S.  Ball,  K.C.,  for  appel- 
lants, contended  that  the  testator  and  wife  both  died,  or  were 
both  dead,  "at  the  same  time,"  within  the  meaning  of  that 
expression  as  used  in  the  will. 

C.  Eobinson,  K.C.,  H.  J.  Scott,  K.C.,  and  H.  O'Brien, 
K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

J.  G.  O'Donohue,  for  defendant  Clara  Henning. 

OsLER,  J. A. : — I  am  unable  to  understand  how  two  per- 
sons can,  by  any  reasonable  intendment,  in  the  construction 
of  plain  language,  be  said  to  have  been  deprived  of  life  "  at 
the  same  time,"  no  matter  what  may  have  been  the  cause  of 
their  deaths,  when  one  of  them  has  survived  the  other  by  a 
fortnight.  If,  therefore,  the  event  of  the  testator  and  his 
wife  being  deprived  of  life  at  the  same  time  was  an  event  or 
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condition  on  the  happening  of  which  only  the  bequests  pro- 
vided for  by  the  second  clause  of  the  will  were  to  arise,  I  think 
they  fail  because  that  event  did  not  happen.  On  the  con- 
trary, the  testator  survived  his  wife  for  the  time  I  have  men- 
tioned, and,  if  that  be  material,  was  for  the  greater  part  of 
the  period  in  such  a  condition  as  to  be  capable  of  making 
another  will. ' 

It  is,  however,  suggested — ^though  the  point  was  not  taken 
below — that,  reading  the  first  and  second  clauses  of  the  will 
together,  the  latter  should  be  considered  as  meaning  "  in  case 
my  wife  does  not  survive  me,'^  and  that  the  testator  meant  by 
the  language  he  has  employed  in  the  two  clauses,  to  provide 
simply  for  the  two  events,  that  of  his  wife  surviving  him  and 
that  of  her  not  surviving  him.  With  all  respect,  I  think  that 
to  adopt  this  construction  would  be  to  take  an  inadmissible 
liberty  with  the  (to  me)  plain  words  of  the  instrument.  To 
paraphrase  it  in  this  manner  would  be  to  make  a  will  for  the 
testator,  and  to  provide  for  an  event  which,  for  anything  we 
can  know,  he  may  have  anticipated,  reserving  his  intention 
to  make  a  different  disposition  of  his  property  if  it  should 
occur-  What  the  testator  tells  us  is  practically  this:  "If 
my  wife  survives  me,  I  give  her  all.  If  we  should  die  at  the 
same  time  by  accident  or  otherwise — in  which  event  she  will 
of  course  take  nothing  and  I  shall  have  no  opportunity  of 
making  another  will— ^I  provide  for  that  event  by  the  follow- 
ing dispositions.  There  is  a  third  contingency — ^that  of  my 
surviving  her — but,  if  that  occurs,  it  will  be  time  enough  for 
me  to  consider  what  testamentary  disposition  I  shall  then 
make  of  my  property.^' 

To  read  the  second  clause  as  merely  saying  "  in  case  my 
wife  does  not  survive  me,"  would  be  to  include  ihe  two  con- 
tingencies (1)  of  the  testator  and  his  wife  both  dying  at  the 
fiame  time,  which  is  what  is  expressly  provided  for,  and  (2) 
of  her  pre-deceasing  him,  which  is  not. 

The  language  of  the  clause,  I  repeat,  is  to  me  too  plain  to 
warrant  us  in  holding  that  the  true  contingency  guarded  or 
provided  against,  was  the  mere  non-survival  of  the  wife,  and 
I,  therefore,  cannot  treat  the  case  as  being  ruled  by  such 
authorities  as  Davies  v.  Davies,  47  L.  T.  N.  S.  40,  and  others 
of  that  class- 

Armour,  C.J.O.,  and  Moss,  J.A.,  gave  written  reasons 
for  coming  to  the  same  conclusion. 

Maclennan,  J.A.  (after  referring  to  the  terms  of  the 
will  and  the  circumstances)  : — The  testator  is  making  his  will 
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in  contemplation  of  his  own  death.  That  is  what  is  upper- 
most  in  his  mind.  ^'  I  do  make  this  my  last  will  and  t^ta- 
ment.*^     No  contemplation  of  any  subsequent  or  further  wilL 

The  first  clause  contemplates  his  wife  being  alive  at  his 
own  death.  He  gives  all  to  her  in  that  case  and  makes  her 
sole  executrix.  It  is  as  if  he  had  said :  *T  give  all  to  her,  if  she 
shall  be  living  at  my  death."  He  knows  that  if  she  should 
not  be  then  living  his  gift  to  her  would  fail. 

That  case  having  been  provided  fpr,  he  next  considers  the 
case  of  her  not  being  then  living.     That  is  the  case  which 
still  remains,  to  be  provided  for.     It  is  said  he  has  not  pro* 
vided  for  the  general  case  of  her  not  being  then  living,  but 
only  for  one  particular  and  very  special  instance  of  the  gen- 
eral case,  namely,  the  case  of  his  wife  dying  at  the  very  same 
instant  as  himself.     If  that  is  so,  it  is-  certainly  very  strange. 
However,  he  does  proceed  to  consider,  if  not  the  case  of  his 
wife  not  surviving  him,  one  of  the  cases  of  her  not  doing  so, 
and  what  is  to  be  done  with  his  property  in  that  case.     He 
himself  is  dead,  and  what  if  his  wife  shall  also  be  dead  at  the 
same  time,  by  accident  or  otherwise,  so  as  not  to  take  his 
property  as  provided  in  the  first  clause  ?    The  phrase  he  uses 
is,  *^m  case  both  my  wife  and  myself  should  by  accident  or 
otherwise  be  deprived  of  life  at  the  same  time,  I  request,*'  etc. 
"  Deprived  of  life ''  is  equivalent  to  "  dead,*'  and  the  phrase 
U  as  if  he  had  said  "  in  case  both  my  wife  and  myself  should 
be  dead  at  the  same  time."    It  is  true,  that  language  is  large 
enough  in  itself  to  include  the  case  of  the  wife  dying  after 
him,  as  well  as  the  case  of  her  dying  before  him,  but  he  has 
already  in  the  first  clause  provided  for  the  first  case,  namely, 
that  of  her  dying  after  him.    That  is  provided  for  in  the  first 
clause,  and  the  second  clause  will,  if  possible,  be  construed 
so  as  to  be  consistent  with  it.    I  think  it  cannot  be  denied 
that  the  event  which  has  occurred  is  a  case  of  both   being 
deprived  of  life,  that  is,  dead  at  the  same  time.     The  will  is 
to  operate  at  the  testator's  death  and  not  before,  and  at  the 
same  time  the  wife  is  dead  also.     I  think  that  is  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  will.     Unless  it  be  so  construed,  the  result 
is  intestacy.     The  testator  has  failed  to  do  what  he  intended 
to  do,  namely,  to  dispose  of  his  property  at  his  death.     The 
Court  favours  a  construction  which  prevents  intestacy:  Jar- 
man,  6th  ed.,  809  n.  (1). 

The  scheme  of  the  will  is  very  simple.  If  his  wife  sur^ 
vived  him,  she  was  to  have  everything  and  be  sole  executrix. 
If  she  should  not  survive  him,  it  was  to  go  partly  to  his  own 
relatives,  partly  to  the  relatives  of  his  wife,  and  partly  to 
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charity,  and  two  of  his  wife's  relatives  were  to  be  executorsw 
He  did  not  intend  to  die  intestate  to  any  extent.  It  was  hi& 
last  will  and  testament,  and  every  intendment  ought  to  be 
made  of  which  the  language,  used  fairly,  admits  to  prevent 
intestacy.     I  think  the  language  used  admits  of  that. 

In  the  case  of  Davies  v.  Davies,  47  L.  T..N.  S.  42,  in  order 
to  give  effect  to  the  general  scope  of  a  will.  Fry,  J.,  held  that 
the  words,  "  in  case  of  my  wife  dying  within  twelve  months 
of  my  own  decease,"  meant  the  case  of  her  not  being  alive  at 
the  expiration  of  the  twelve  months,  and  so  included  the  case 
which  happened,  namely,  her  having  died  before  the  testator. 

If  it  were  necessary  to  the  decision  of  this  case,  which  I 
do  not  think  it  is,  to  say  that  the  testator's  act  was  irrational 
and  absurd  if  he  meant  to  confine  the  disposition  made  in 
the  second  clause  of  his  will  to  the  case  of  his  wife  and  him- 
self dying  at  the  same  moment  of  time,  and  that  he  did  not 
intend  to  provide  for  the  general  case  of  his  wife  not  surviv- 
ing him,  but,  in  case  of  her  dying  before  him,  meant  to  die 
intestate,  I  should  be  compelled  to  say  it  was.  I  think  the 
testator  has  used  words  which  are  capable  of  a  meaning  which 
gives  effect  to  the  testator's  intention,  and,  that  being  so,  I 
think  we  are  bound  to  adopt  that  meaning.  In  the  Goods 
of  Hugo,  2  P.  D.  73,  referred  to  by  the  Chief  Justice  of  the 
Common  Pleas  in  his  judgment,  was  a  totally  different  case 
from  the  present.  There  the  testator  had  made  a  will,  and 
some  years  after  he  and  his  wife  made  a  joint  will  expressed 
to  be  ^'in  case  we  should  be  called  out  of  the  world  at  one 
and  the  same  time  by  one  and  the  same  accident.''  It  was 
held  to  be  conditional,  and  the  event  not  having  occurred, 
inoperative,  so  as  not  even  to  revoke  the  previous  will. 

I  think  the  appeal  should  be  allowed. 

Garrow,  J. a.,  gave  written  reasons,  to  the  same  effect,  for 
allowing  the  appeal. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs;  Maclennan  and  Garrow, 
JJ.A.,  dissenting. 


October  9th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

Ee  leach  and  city  of  TORONTO. 

Assessment  and  Taxes—Local  Improvement  Rates— Sidewalk — Lessee 
of  Land  from  the  Crown— Dedication  of  Private  Way  as  Publie 
Eightoay. 

Case  stated  under  the  Assessment  Act  by  the  Lieutenant- 
Governor  in  council  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 


662 

The  question  involved  was  the  right  to  charge  lessees  of 
property  of  the  University  of  Toronto  on  College  street,  in 
the  city  of  Toronto,  holding  under  leases  in  existence  at  the 
date  of  the  agreement  between  the  city  corporation  and  the 
University,  confirmed  by  and  set  out  in  a  schedule  to  52  Vict. 
<jh.  63  (0.),  with  a  part  of  the  cost  of  local  improvements  on 
College  street.  McDougall,  Co.J.,  held,  aflBrming  the  find- 
ing of  the  Court  of  Revision,  that  the  lessees  were  chargeable, 
mainly  on  the  ground  that  by  the  agreement  in  question  Col- 
lege street  had  been  made  a  public  highway  of  the  city. 

The  case  was  heard  by  Osler,  Maclennan,  Garrow, 
JJ.A. 

J.  A.  Paterson,  K.C.,  for  the  lessee. 

J.  S.  FuUerton,  K.C.,  and  A.  F.  Lobb,  for  the  city  cor- 
poration. 

Osler,  J.A.   (after  setting  out  the  facts  at  length) : — 

The  question  submitted  to  the  Court  is  whether,  in  view 
of  the  deeds,  documents,  agreements,  and  statutes  referred  to, 
the  said  Leach  or  his  interest  in  the  property  of  the  Crown 
€0  leased  to  him,  is  liable  for  local  rates  for  the  sidewalk  in 
question;  or  whether  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  Toronto 
is  liable,  under  its  covenants  and  agreements  with  the  Crown, 
to  maintain  the  sidewalks  upon  the  said  street  in  proper  order 
at  the  expense  of  the  city  of  Toronto,  and  so  as  to  free  the 
said  Leach  therefrom  as  a  local  improvement. 

The  main  argument  for  the  appellant  proceeded,  I  think, 
upon  a  misconception  of  his  position  in  relation  to  the  lease 
to  the  city  of  1859.  He  seems  to  have  considered  that,  as  a 
subsequent  lessee  of  the  Crown  of  lands  fronting  on  the 
avenues,  he  had  some  right  or  interest  in  maintaining  the 
conditions  created  by  the  earlier  lease  in  respect  of  the  city*s 
obligation  to  keep  the  avenues  in  repair.  I  think  this  is  a 
mistake.  The  appellant  had,  as  lessee  of  the  Crown,  a  right 
of  access  to  and  from  the  front  of  his  premises.  Of  that  he 
could  not  be  deprived,  and  the  city  had  covenanted  with  his 
lessor  that  he  should  be  permitted  to  enjoy  it.  He  had  no 
right,  as  against  the  city,  to  compel  them  to  keep  the  avenues 
in  repair.  The  Crown  had  rights  in  that  respect  under  the 
city^s  covenant,  but  these  were  rights  which  it  might  have 
Teleased  or  refused  to  enforce,  and  they  would  come  to  an  end 
with  the  forfeiture  of  the  lease. 

Short  of  interfering  with  his  right  of  access,  there  was 
nothing  in  the  situation  of  all  three  parties  to  prevent  the 
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Crown  from  dealing  with  the  city  without  regard  to  the  ap- 
pellant. It  might  have  maintained  the  forfeiture  of  the  lease, 
or  might  have  reinstated  it,  with  such  variations  in  its  terms 
as  might  be  agreed  upon ;  and  of  these,  so  long  as  the  appel- 
lant's access  was  not  interfered  with,  he  would  have  no  right 
to  complain.  The  latter  course  was  taken,  the  forfeiture  was 
n  aived,  the  lease  was  set  up  again,  the  rental  being  increased 
from  $1  to  $6,000  per  annum;  and  the  Crown  dedicated  to 
the  public,  without  restriction,  the  two  principal  avenues  to 
the  park,  from  Queen  street  and  Yonge  street,  whidh  the  city 
had  by  the  lease  of  1859  agreed  to  keep  in  repair.  I  say  with- 
out restriction,  because  the  right  reserved  by  the  Crown  to 
require  the  owners  of  property  adjacent  to  the  avenues  who 
had  not  theretofore  acquired  rights  of  access  thereto,  to  pay 
for  the  same,  does  not  affect  the  appellant  or  the  character  of 
the  highways  so  dedicated.  The  avenues  became  public  high- 
ways which,  by  see.  601  of  the  Municipal  Act,  are  vested  in 
the  city,  and  the  city  is  bound  by  sec.  606  of  the  Act  to  keep 
them  as  such  in  repair.  The  obligation  of  the  city  now, 
therefore,  rests  upon  the  statute,  not  upon  its  covenant,  which 
ceases  to  have  any  application  under  the  new  state  of  things. 

It  was  pressed  upon  us  that  the  Crown  could  not,  by  dedi- 
cation or  otherwise  consequent  upon  a  private  agreement  be- 
tween itself  and  the  city,  alter  the  character  of  the  right  of 
way  which  the  appellant  had  over  the  avenues.  The  way  was 
simply  converted  into  a  public  highway,  and  I  am  not  aware 
of  any  legal  right  of  the  appellant  which  was  infringed 
thereby.  His  right  of  user  of  the  road  was  not  derogated 
from  or  made  more  onerous,  and  if  new  liabilities  are  or  may 
be  cast  upon  him  as  an  adjoining  property  owner  in  conse- 
quence thereof,  he  is  in  no  worse  situation  than  a  freeholder 
adjoining  whose  property  a  new  street  has  been  opened,  or 
whose  private  right  of  way  such  as  the  appellant  had  over 
the  property  of  another  has  been  enlarged  by  expropriation 
or  dedication  of  the  land  over  which  it  exists  as  a  public 
highway.  The  city's  covenant  with  the  Crown  to  permit 
persons  in  the  situation  of  the-  appellant  to  have  "  free  access 
through  the  park  and  avenues"  necessarily  came  to  an  end 
with  the  forfeiture  of  the  lease.  We  may  suppose  that  as 
tenant  of  the  Crown  he  would  still  have  a  right  of  access 
through  the  avenue.  But  this  could  not  control  the  right 
of  the  Crown  to  dedicate  the  avenues  as  public  highways,  a 
Tight  which  it  exercised  in  reinstating  the  lease. 

It  was  also  argued  by  Mr.  Paterson  that  the  third  clause 
of  the  agreement  shewed  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  was 
that  the  estate  or  interest  of  existing  leaseholders  fronting  on 
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the  avenues  should  not  become  liable  to  assessment  for  local 
improvements.  I  think  this  clause  is  an  attempt  to  provide 
for  the  case  of  future  leaseholders,  but  it  goes  no  further. 
There  is  no  express  exemption  of  others.  They  are  simply 
left  to  the  operation  of  the  general  law,  which  in  the  case  of 
such  an  improvement  as  that  in  question  here,  viz.,  a  plank 
sidewalk,  appears  to  be  found  in  sec.  677  of  the  Municipal 
Act.  But  in  the  case  of  other  local  improvements,  the  power 
to  make  which  depends  upon  the  consent,  expressed  or  im- 
plied, given,  or  not  withheld,  of  the  owners  of  the  property 
to  be  benefited,  the  question  whether  a  person  in  the  situa- 
tion of  the  appellant,  i.e.,  a  lessee  of  the  Crown  under  whose 
covenant  "to  pay  taxes"  no  liability  to  pay  taxes  for  local 
improvements  to  his  lessor  can  arise  or  exist,  can  be  regarded 
as  an  owner  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  668  (2),  and  other 
clauses  of  the  local  improvement  code  of  sections,  is  one  of 
great  importance,  and,  to  my  mind,  does  not  admit  of  an 
easy  solution  in  favour  of  the  respondents.  This,  however,  is 
not  before  us  nor  involved  in  the  determination  of  the  appeal. 

The  questions  submitted  will,  therefore,  be  answered :  that 
the  interest  of  the  appellant  in  the  property  leased  by  him 
from  the  Crown,  on  College  street,  is  liable  to  be  assessed  for 
local  rates  for  the  plank  sidewalk  in  question,  under  sec.  676 
of  the  Municipal  Act;  and  that  the  corporation  is  not  liable 
under  its  former  covenants  and  agreements  with  the  Crown, 
or  otherwise  than  under  the  Municipal  Act,  to  maintain  the 
same. 

Maclennan,  J.A.,  gave  a  written  opinion  to  the  same 
effect. 

Garrow,  J.A.,  also  concurred. 

October  9th,  1902. 
C.A. 

TOWNSHIP  OF  LOCHIEL  v.  TOWNSHIP  OF  BAST 

HAWKESBURY. 

Wap— Public  Highway  between  Township»^Existence  and  Location 
of —  Boundary  Line  —  Records  of  Crown  Lands  Department— 
Surveys— Field  Notes. 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  judgment  of  Ferguson,  J.,  in 
so  far  as  it  was  against  plaintiffs,  in  an  action  brought  for  a 
declaration  that  a  government  allowance  for  a  public  road 
exists  between  the  plaintiff  township,  in  the  county  of  Glen- 
garry, and  the  defendant  township,  in  the  county  of  Prescott^ 
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and  between  the  respective  gores  of  the  townships,  and  that 
such  allowance  is  upon  the  boundary  line  between  the  town- 
ships. 

The  questions  upon  the  appeal  were,  whether  there  is  a 
common  and  public  highway  between  the  townships,  and  it 
there  is,  where  located. 

These  questions  arise  now  more  than  a  century  after  the 
supposed  erection  of  the  highway,  and  when  no  proof  of  any 
work  on  the  ground  can  be  obtained  to  aid  in  their  determina- 
tion. 

The  appeal  was  heard  before  Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler, 
Maclennan,  Moss,  JJ.A. 

D.  B.  Maclennan,  K.C.,  and  E.  H.  TifEany,  Alexandria, 
for  plaintiffs. 

J.  Leitch,  K.C.,  and  C.  6.  O'Brian,  L'Orignal,  for  de- 
fendants. 

Moss,  J.A. : — TThere  are  now  no  traces  of  the  actual  work 
upon  the  ground  in  the  course  of  the  original  surveys.  The 
finding  as  to  the  existence  or- not  of  an  original  allowance  for 
road  on  the  boundary  between  East  Hawkesbury  and  Lochiel 
must  depend  upon  the  records  in  the  department  of  Crown 
lands,  and  the  proper  inferences  to  be  (Jrawn  from  what  is  to 
bo  there  found,  taken  in  connection  with  the  dealings  of  the 
department  with  the  lands  affected  by  them.  And  I  think 
that  it  ought  to  be  assumed,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the 
contrary,  that  in  providing  for  and  directing  the  survey  of 
the  townships  in  question,  the  department  did  not  intend  to 
depart  from  the  usual  practice  in  regard  to  surveys  or  to 
introduce  any  special  or  extraordinary  features  into  it.  So 
far  as  the  instructions  to  Wm.  Fortune  to  survey  Hawkes- 
bury can  be  gathered  from  the  records,  it  appears  that  he  was 
directed  to  conform  to  the  general  instructions  already  in  his 
possession. 

There  is  little  reason  for  doubting  that  these  embraced 
copies  of  such  of  the  rules  and  regulations  for  the  conduct  of 
the  land  office  department  as  pertained  to  the  form  and  dimen- 
sions of  townships,  and  that  Fortune  was  well  aware  of  the 
requirements  applicable  to  laying  out  a  township,  whether 
situate  on  a  river,  as  Hawkesbury  was,  or  otherwise. 

It  seems  clear  that  the  invariable  practice  of  the  depart- 
ment, and  of  surveyors  making  surveys  under  the  direction  of 
the  department,  was  to  leave  an  allowance  for  a  road  between 
adjoining  townships. 
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No  record  is  shewn  of  any  departure  from  this  practice, 
unless  the  case  of  Hawkesbury  constitutes  one.  Cases  are 
spoken  of  in  which  a  road  only  half  a  chain  in  width  has  been 
left>  others  where  a  chain  and  a  half  and  even  a  double  width 
or  double  allowance  has  been  left,  but  no  case  of  no  allowance 
has  been  shewn,  unless  this  case  furnishes  one.  But  I  do 
not  think  there  is  anything  in  the  facts  or  circumstances  of 
this  case  to  warrant  us  in  assuming  that  such  an  imusual 
course  was  intended  or  adopted.  Too  much  weight  ought  not 
to  be  attached  to  the  circumstance  that  the  copy  of  Fortune's 
play  of  survey  in  the  department  does  not  indicate,  by  the 
presence  of  two  lines  at  a  distance  from  each  other,  which  by 
scale  would  make  the  width  of  a  road,  the  existence  of  a  road 
on  the  boundary  between  Hawkesbury  and  Lochiel. 

The  same  omission  appears  with  regard  to  the  roads  in 
front  of  the  concessions,  although  it  is  quite  apparent  from 
the  field  notes  that  an  allowance  for  such  roads  was  left  in 
the  survey.  Rather  ought  the  preference  be  given  to  the 
working  plans  on  record  in  the  department,  which  do  shew 
the  roads  in  both  places.  According  to  the  evidence  of  Mr. 
G.  B.  Kirkpatrick,  director  of  surveys  in  the  department  of 
Crown  lands,  it  was  not  an  unusual  thing  for  the  early  sur- 
veyors to  omit  to  shew  allowances  for  roads  by  two  parallel 
lines  in  their  plans.  •  The  absence  of  lines  to  mark  a  roadway 
on  a  plan  of  survey  made  in  the  latter  part  of  the  18th  century 
is  not  inconsistent  with  a  road  having  been  actually  provided 
for  in  the  survey. 

And  when  it  is  found  that  the  department,  in  its  working 
plans,  compiled  from  the  records  of  the  survey,  and  such 
other  information  as  it  presumably  had  at  the  time,  has  re- 
cognized the  existence  of  roadways,  and  that  numerous  pat- 
ents for  lots  have  issued  with  reference  to  the  existence  of 
such  roadways,  it  should  be  taken  that  they  were  properly 
provided  for  in  the  survey,  unless  cogent  evidence  to  the  con- 
trary is  forthcoming. 

The  defendants  rely  strongly  upon  Fortune's  field  notes 
as  shewing  the  absence  of  any  provision  for  a  roadway.  I 
have  endeavoured  to  follow  them  throughout,  and  I  do  not 
think  they  lead  to  the  conclusion  contended  for  by  the  de- 
fendants, but  rather  the  contrary. 

Upon  the  whole  case  I  agree  in  the  conclusion  that  there 
is  a  road  allowance  between  the  townships,  not  merely  between 
East  Hawkesbury  and  the  gore  of  Lochiel,  but  also  along  the 
easterly  boundary  of  Tjochiel,  and  I  think  there  ought  to  be 
9  declaration  to  that  eifect.     No  owner  of  any  of  the  lots  held 
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under  patents  containing  words  of  description  appearing  ta 
carry  the  lands  to  the  boundary  between  Hawkesbury  and 
Lancaster^  or  to  the  easterly  boundary  line  of  Lancaster,  or 
words  of  similar  import,  is  before  the  Court,  and,  so  far  as 
this  litigation  is  concerned,  such  owners  are  left  in  possession 
of  whatever  rights  (if  any)  such  words  may  give  them. 

Armotjr,  C.J.O.,  and  Maclennan,  J.A.,  gave  lengthy 
reasons  in  writing  for  arriving  at  the  same  result. 

OsLER,  J.A.,  dissented,  also  giving  his  reasons  in  writings 


October  9th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

MUTCHMOE  V.  WATERLOO  MUTUAL  FIRE  INS.  CO. 

Fire  Insurance— Conditions— Prior  Insurance — Subsequent  Insurance- 
— Substituted  Insurance— Assent— Estoppel — Findings  of  Jury, 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  Ferguson,  J.,, 
in  favour  of  plaintiff,  upon  the  findings  of  the  jury,  in  an. 
action  upon  a  policy  of  fire  insurance. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  appellants. 

W.  Nesbitt,  K.C.,  and  T.  A.  Beament,  Orillia,  for  plain- 
tiff. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler,, 
Moss,  J  J.  A.)  was  delivered  by 

OsLER,  J.A. : — The  company  defend  the  action  on  two- 
grounds  : — 

1.  That  at  the  time  of  the  application  for  the  policy  sued 
on,  and  at  the  time  of  issuing  it,  there  was  prior  insurance- 
upon  the  insured  premises  in  another  company,  the  Hand-in- 
Hand,  to  the  extent  of  $4,000,  which  was  not  assented  to  by 
defendants,  and  that  no  assent  thereto  by  them  is  indorsed' 
thereon,  nor  does  it  appear  therein;  and,  therefore,  under 
statutory  condition  8  the  defendants  are  not  liable  on  their 
policy. 

This  defence  fails.  In  the  application  for  insurance  in 
defendant  company  it  is  stated  that  there  is  prior  insurance 
in  two  companies,  specifying  the  Hand-in-Hand  and  the  Sun 
Fire,  apparently  $4,000  in  each,  with  which  the  insurance 
applied  for  is  intended  to  be  concurrent.  In  defendants'* 
policy  they  refer  to  the  property  insured  by  .them  as  "  repre- 
sented in  the  application  as  otherwise  insured  for  $4,000, 
warranted  concurrent,"  but  do  not  specify  the  company  im 
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"which  the  insurance  exists.  They  plead  only  a  prior  insur- 
ance in  the  Hand-in-Hand^  not  assented  to,  saying  nothing 
about  the  Sun.  The  application  proves  notice  to  them  of 
both,  and  it  must  be  taken  against  them  that  this  is  the  one 
they  intended  to  assent  to  in  the  policy.  ...  If  there 
was  also  further  insurance  of  $4,000  (that  is,  $8,000  in  all), 
to  which  defendants'  assent  was  not  manifested,  as  required 
by  the  statutory  condition,  they  have  not  pleaded  that  as  a 
•defence,  nor  would  it  be  just  to  allow  them  now  to  set  it  up. 
It  does  not  seem  necessary  that  the  particular  company  in 
which  the  prior  insurance  exists  should  be  specified  in  the 
policy.  The  amount  of  such  insurance  was  the  important 
thing,  and  the  application  gave  the  necessary  details.  I  am 
disposed  also  to  agree  that,  if  defendants  did  not  intend  to 
assent  to  the  existing  insurance  for  $8,000  in  all  in  the  Hand- 
jn-Hand  and  in  the  Sun,  they  were  boimd  by  the  second  statu- 
tory condition  to  point  out  in  writing  the  particulars  wherein 
the  policy  differed  from  the  application:  Smith  v.  City  of 
London  Ins.  Co.,  14  A.  R.  at  p.  330.     .    .    . 

2.  The  company^s  next  defence  arises  under  the  second 
hranch  of  the  8th  condition,  which  declares  that  the  company 
are  not  liable  for  the  loss  if  any  subsequent  insurance  is 
-effected  by  any  other  company,  unless  and  until  the  company 
(i.e.,  the  former  company)  assent  thereto,  or  unless  the  com- 
pany do  not  dissent  in  writing  within  two  weeks  after  re- 
ceiving written  notice  of  the  intention  or  desire  to  effect  the 
subsequent  insurance,  or  do  not  dissent  in  writing 'after  that 
time  and  before  the  subsequent  or  further  insurance  is 
effected. 

The  defendants  rely  upon  two  subsequent  insurances 
effected  by  their  insured,  but  not  notified  to  or  assented  to  by 
them,  one  in  the  London  Mutual  and  the  other  in  the  Lan- 
cashire. These  insurances  were  proved.  As  to  the  London 
Mutual,  the  plaintiff's  answer  is,  that  the  Hand-in-Hand 
policy  was  cancelled,  for  what  reason  does  not  appear,  and 
the  London  Mutual  was  merely  taken  in  substitution  for  it 

There  is  some  evidence  that  the  policy  in  question  was 
taUen  in  substitution  for  the  other.  One  was  dropped  or 
cancelled,  and  the  other  for  a  similar  amount  put  on.  There 
U  no  suggestion  that  the  Hand-in-Hand  Co.  cancelled  on  the 
ground  of  fraud  or  doubtful  character  of  the  risk,  and  I  do 
not  see  that  the  fact  of  the  sum  insured  having  been  some- 
what differently  distributed  in  the  later  from  what  it  was  in 
the  earlier  policy,  can  affect  the   substance  of   the  matter, 
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which  is  a  consent  once  manifested  in  the  prescribed  man- 
ner, to  a  prescribed  further  insurance  for  a  specified  amount. 
I  think  there  was  evidence  on  which  the  jury  could  properly 
have  found,  as  they  did,  that  the  one  policy  was  merely  taken 
in  substitution  for  the  other,  and,  that  being  so,  the  statutory 
condition  is  not  infringed,  the  substituted  insurance  being 
covered  by  the  standing  consent:  Parsons  v.  Standard  Fire 
Ins.  Co.,  43  U.  C.  R.  603,  4  A.  R.  326,  5  S.  C.  R.  233 ;  Lowson 
T.  Canada  Farmers'  Mutual  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  6  A.  R.  512 ;  Moore 
V.  Citizens'  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  14  A.  R.  582 ;  Klein  v.  Union  Ins. 
Co.,  3  0.  R.  234,  262. 

The  insurance  in  the  Lancashire  is  in  a  diflferent  position. 
It  was,  no  doubt,  strictly  a  subsequent  insurance,  and  the 
defendants  are  not  liable  on  their  policy  unless  they  have 
assented  thereto,  or  have  so  acted  as  to  estop  themselves  from 
saying  that  their  policy  is  not  an  existing  one.  No  form  of 
assent  is  prescribed  by  the  condition,  nor  any  time  at  which  it 
is  to  be  given.  It,  therefore,  need  not  necessarily  be  mani- 
fested in  writing,  and  may  be  given  before  or  after  the  loss. 
Where  such  subsequent  insurance  has,  in  fact,  been  etfected 
without  notice,  notice  of  it  in  writing  is  not  a  prerequisite  to 
a  valid  assent.  Such  notice  is  necessary  only  where  the  in- 
sured intends  to  effect  a  further  insurance  thereafter,  and  to 
place  the  company  under  the  obligation  to  dissent  in  writing 
within  the  prescribed  time  if  they  object  to  it;  their  failure 
to  do  which  is  equivalent  to  an  assent.     .     .     . 

The  jury  found  that  the  company's  head  ofiBce  was  aware, 
at  the  time  of  sending  Corey,  the  adjuster,  to  the  place  of  the 
fire,  of  all  the  insurances  that  are  now  complained  of  being 
on  the  risk;  that  the  company  intended  by  such  act  to  treat 
the  policy  as  valid  and  subsisting  and  binding  upon  it;  and 
that  the  assured  entered  into  an  appraisal  with  the  com- 
pany's adjuster,  and  accepted  such  appraisal,  and  altered  his 
position  on  the  faith  of  it. 

These  findings  are  well  supported  by  the  evidence,  from 
which  also  it  ought,  in  my  opinion,  to  be  inferred  that  the 
defendants  assented  to  the  subsequent  insurance  in  the  Lan- 
cashire. Their  defence  as  to  this  insurance  is,  therefore,  dis- 
placed on  the  ground  either  of  assent  or  estoppel,  or  both. 


The  case  is  distinguishable  in  many  respects  from  West- 
em  Assce.  Co.  v.  DouU,  12  S.  C-  R.  446,  but  mainly  on  the 
ground  that  in  that  case  the  insurance  company  had  "no 
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notice  nor  any  actual  cognizance  of  the  further  insurance" 
when  tliey  instructed  their  inspector  to  adjust  the  loss.  The 
terms  of  the  condition,  too,  were  very  different  from  and  more 
stringent  than  tliose  in  the  case  at  bar,  and  the  only  notice 
the  plaintiffs  were  able  to  prove  was  oral  notice  to  an  agent 
not  authorized  to  receive  it. 

I  refer  to  the  following  cases:  Smith  v.  City  of  London 
Ins.  Co.,  14  A.  R.  328,  15  S.  C.  R.  75;  Morrison  v.  Universal 
Fire  and  Marine  Co.,  L.  R.  8  Ex.  197,  203,  205;  Xew  York 
Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Baker,  49  U.  S.  App.  691,  697;  Missouri  v. 
Note  Bank,  77  Fed.  Rep.  117,  121 ;  La  Fonderie  Co.  v.  Stada- 
cona  Ins.  Co.,  27  L.  C.  Jur.  194. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 


October  9th,  1902. 

RICHARDSOX  v.  WEST. 

Deed — Reformation — Mortgage — yon-confoi^iitg  itUh   Contract  for— 

Mistake. 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  judgment  of  Lount,  J.,  dis- 
missing with  costs  an  action  for  the  reformation  of  a  mort- 
gage. 

In  July,  1899,  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendant  James  H. 
West  signed  the  following  contract :  "  I,  James  H.  West, 
:agree  to  purchase  from  James  Richardson  the  Yarker  mill 
property  .  .  .  for  .  .  .  $5,500,  $1,000  of  which  I 
agree  to  pay  down  and  to  give  a  mortgage  thereon  for  $4,500 
at  5  per  cent,  interest,  said  mortgage  to  be  paid  off  in  yearly 
instalments  of  $1,000;  the  mortgagor  to  have  the  option  of 
pay  all  cash  due  at  any  time  without  notice.  James  Richard- 
son agree  to  above.  Possession  to  be  given  1st  Sept.,  1899, 
^t  latest."  Although  in  the  body  of  this  contract  the  vendor 
was  referred  to  as  "James  Richardson/'  it  was  signed  "  James 
Richardson  &  Sons "  and  they  were  the  plaintiffs  in  this 
action.    James  Richardson  was  not  a  member  of  the  firm. 

The  deed  of  conveyance  and  the  mortgage  deed  were 
settled,  executed,  and  registered. 

The  defendant  James  H.  West  obtained  possession  on  the 
1st  September,  1899. 
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The  mortgage  deed  provided  for  the  whole  of  the  money 
l^ecoming  due  in  five  years  from  its  date,  instead  of  being 
payable,  as  in  the  contract  provided,  in  yearly  instalments  of 
^1,000.  It  was  alleged'  by  plaintiffs  that  the  change  was  made 
by  mistake,  and  that  the  mistake  was  not  observed  by  them 
or  by  their  solicitor  until  a  year  had  elapsed- 

It  was  proved,  and  found  by  Lount,  J.,  that  the  defend- 
ant did  not  execute  the  mortgage  under  any  mistake,  but  that 
both  he  and  his  solicitors  observed  the  change  made  by  plain- 
tiffs' solicitor  in  the  draft  mortgage  in  the  terms  of  payment, 
but  had  no  objection  thereto.  Lount,  J.,  held  that  if  there 
was  a  mistake  at  all,  it  was  a  unilateral  one,  for  which  ordin- 
arily there  can  be  no  reformation,  and  on  that  ground  dis- 
missed the  action. 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  for  appellants. 
A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
JJ.A.)  was  delivered  bv 

Maclennan,  J.A.,  who,  after  setting  out  the  facts,  pro- 
ceeded:— Without  saying  that  in  no  case  would  the  Court 
reform  a  convevance  which,  bv  the  mistake  of  one  of  the  con- 
tracting  parties  only,  was  not  made  in  conformity  with  an 
4intecedent  agreement  in  writing,  I  think  it  clear  it  ought 
not  to  do  so  in  this  case.  Cases  may  be  imagined  in  which 
the  mistake  by  the  one  party  was  obvious  to  the  other,  and 
was  deliberately  taken  advantage  of  bv  the  latter.  See  Paget 
v.  Marshall,  28  Ch.  D.  255;  May  v.  Piatt,  [1900]  1  Ch.  616, 
622,  623.  But  this  is  not  a  case  of  that  sort.  It  is,  of 
course,  competent  to  the  parties  to  a  written  agreement  for 
■sale  to  carry  it  out  with  any  variations  and  additions  they 
think  proper,  and  nothing  is  more  common  than  to  do  so.  In 
this  case  the  plaintiffs'  solicitor  in  his  draft  of  the  mortgage 
introduced  several  things  into  the  mortgage  which  the  agree- 
ment did  not  stipulate  for  ...  for  the  benefit  and  advan- 
tage of  his  clients,  the  plaintiffs.     .     .     . 

T  think  the  defendant  and  his  solicitors  had  a  right  to 
supf)ose  that  all  these  proposed  additions  to  and  changes  in 
the  terms  of  the  contract,  most  of  which  were  for  the  plain- 
tiffs' benefit,  were  sanctioned  by  the  plaintiffs.  ...  If 
there  was  no  more  in  the  case  than  this,  it  would  be  quite 
impossible  for  plaintiffs  to  succeed. 
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But  when  it  is  remembered  that  the  defendant  had 
brought  an  action  for  specific  performance,  that  the  dispute 
was  upon  the  form  and  substance  of  the  deed  and  mortgage, 
and  that  the  action  was  settled  by  the  execution  and  delivery 
of  the  deeds  as  they  now  stand,  I  think  it  is  simply  out  of  the 
question,  there  being  no  fraud  or  unfair  conduct  or  dealing 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  to  maintain  this  action. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 


QcTOBER  9th,  1902, 
C.  A. 
DOMINION  RADIATOR  CO  v.  BULL. 

Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency  —  Assignment  for  Creditors  —  Sale  of 
Estate  by  Assignee— Covenant  of  Purchaser  to  Pap  Creditors— 
Enforceinen  t— Privity — Trust. 

Appeal  by  the  defendant  Hersee  from  the  judgment  of 
LouNT,  J.,  at  the  trial,  in  favour  of  plaintiffs  in  an  action 
for  the  enforcement  of  the  trusts  of  a  certain  deed  and  for 
payment  of  the  balance  of  the  full  claim  of  the  plaintiffs  aj^ 
creditors  of  the  Hamilton  Hardware  Company.  The  facts 
are  stated  below. 

The  appeal  was  heard  by  Osler,  Maclennan,  and  Moss, 
JJ.A. 

G.  Lynch-Staunton,  K.C.,  and  J.  G.  Farmer,  Hamilton, 
for  appellant. 

D.  E.  Thomson,  K.C.,  and  D.  Henderson,  for  plaintiffs. 

Moss,  J.A. : — In  the  year  1899  the  plaintiffs  were  credi- 
tors of  the  Hamilton  Hardware  Company,  to  the  amount  of 
$1,924.59,  or  thereabouts.  In  September  of  that  year  tlir 
company  made  an  assignment  under  the  Assignments  and 
Preferences  Act  to  the  defendant  Bull.  Subsequently  an 
effort  was  made  by  one  A.  E.  Hersee,  the  president  of  tht 
company,  to  effect  a  composition  with  the  creditors,  with  the 
result  that  a  deed  of  composition  and  discharge  was  prepared 
and  executed  by  the  great  majority  of  the  principal  creditors, 
including  the  plaintiffs,  whereby  it  was  agreed  that  A.  E. 
Hersee  was  to  pay  to  each  of  the  creditors  a  composition  of 
40  cents  on  the  dollar  of  their  respective  claims,  on  or  before 
the  1st  October,  1899,  in  consideration  of  which  the  creditors 
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were  to  release  ancj  discharge  the  company  from  all  claims 
and  to  authorize  the  defendant  Bull  to  deliver  and  convey  to 
A.  E.  Hersee  all  the  assets  and  property  of  the  company. 

Following  these  provisions  was  a  stipulation  that  the 
agreement  should  take  effect  and  become  operative  only  when 
executed  bv  all  the  creditors,  but  not  before.  It  never  was 
executed  by  all  the  creditors,  and  so  never  became  operative 
to  bind  the  creditors  to  accept  40  cents  on  the  dollar  of  their 
claims  against  the  company. 

On  the  2nd  October,  1899,  another  transaction  took  place 
between  the  defendant  Bull  and  the  defendant  Hersee,  the 
result  of  which  was  that  the  defendant  Bull,  with  the  assent 
of  A.  E.  Hersee,  executed  an  instrument  whereby,  after  recit- 
ing the  assignment  by  the  company  to  Bull,  the  offer 
made  by  A.  E.  Hersee  to  the  creditors  of  a  composi- 
tion of  40  cents  in  the  dollar,  and  that  the  creditors  had  ac- 
cepted the  offer  and  that  the  defendant  Hersee  had  agreed  to 
take  upon  himself  the  payment  of  the  said 'composition  to  the 
said  creditors,  the  defendant  Bull  granted,  assigned,  and 
trangf erred  all  the  estate  and  assets  of  the  company  to  the 
defendant  Hersee  upon  and  for  certain  trusts  and  purposes 
set  out  in  the  instrument-  These  were  expressed  to  be  as 
follows,  viz.,  that  the  defendant  Hersee  should  pay  the  afore- 
said composition  of  40  cents  in  the  dollar  on  the  claims  of 
such  of  the  creditors  as  had  agreed  to  accept  the  same,  and 
pay  in  full  or  make  such  settlement  as  he  might  be  able  of  the 
claims  of  such  of  the  creditors  as  had  not  agreed  to  accept 
such  composition,  together  with  preference  and  privileged 
claims  and  the  costs  incurred  by  the  parties  in  respect  of  the 
assignment  by  the  company  to  Bull.  Subject  to  these  pay- 
ments, the  defendant  Hersee  was  to  hold  the  transferred 
estate  and  assets  to  and  for  his  own  sole  and  only  use  for 
ever.  And  the  defendant  Hersee  covenanted  with  the  de- 
fendant Bull  to  pay  "  such  composition  and  claims  and  from 
time  to  time  and  at  all  times  well  and  truly  save  and  keep 
harmless  and  fully  indemnify'^  the  defendant  Bull. 

The  defendant  Hersee  received  the  estate  and  assets  from 
defendant  Bull,  and  proceeded  to  pay  the  creditors.  The 
plaintiffs  refused  to  accept  the  40  cents  in  the  dollar  tendered 
to  them,  alleging  that  before  the  execution  of  the  instrument 
of  the  2nd  October,  1899,  they  had  repudiated-  their  accept- 
ance of  the  offer  of  composition,  and  had  notified  the  com- 
T)any  of  their  withdrawal  from  the  agreement.  Subsequently 
they  brought  action  against  the  company  for  the  recovery  of 
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their  claim.  This  action  was  defended,  and  a  sum  equal  to 
40  cents  in  the  dollar  of  the  claim  was  paid  into  Court,  the 
money,  it  is  said,  being  supplied  by  the  defendant  Hersee. 
The  trial  resulted  in  the  plaintiffs  obtaining  judgment  for  the 
full  amount  of  their  claim,  and  the  sum  paid  into  Court  was 
ordered  to  be  paid  out  on  account  of  the  judgment. 

The  plaintiffs  then  brought  this  action,  asking  for  the 
enforcement  of  the  trusts  of  the  deed  of  the  2nd  October, 
1899,  and  payment  of  the  balance  of  their  full  claim,  alleging 
that  under  its  provisions  the  defendant  Hersee  became  liable 
to  pay  the  plaintiffs'  claim  in  full,  and  that  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  defendant  Bull  to  enforce  the  trusts  of  the  deed  for 
their  benefit,  but  that  he  liad  refused  to  do  so,  or  to  permit 
the  plaintiffs  to  use  his  name  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing 
the  deed. 

The  defence  set  up  want  of  privity  and  inability  of  the 
plaintiffs  to  maintain  the  action,  and  also  that,  assuming  the 
right  to  maintain  the  action,  the  right  to  be  asserted  and  the 
relief  to  be  obtained  are  the  same  and  no  higher  or  greater 
than  can  be  asserted  or  obtained  by  the  defendant  Bull,  and 
that  the  latter's  right  to  relief  is  limited  to  compelling  the 
defendant  Hersee  to  pay  40  cents  on  the  dollar  of  the  plain- 
tiffs' claim,  and  that  in  any  case  the  relief  should  be  limited 
to  an  account  of  the  value  of  the  estate  and  assets  received 
by  the  defendant  Hersee,  and  that  such  value  did  not  amount 
to  40  cents  in  the  dollar  of  the  claims  against  the  company. 

There  was  a  reply  to  the  defence,  setting  forth  at  length 
the  reasons  which  the  plaintiffs  alleged  justified  them  in  with- 
drawing from  the  composition,  alleging  that  before  the  ex- 
ecution of  the  instrument  of  the  2nd  October  the  defendant 
Hersee  had  notice  of  the  plaintiffs'  withdrawal,  and  assigning 
other  grounds  against  the  validity  of  the  defence. 

At  the  trial  the  plaintiffs  undertook  to  prove  notice  to  the 
defendant  Hersee  of  the  plaintiffs'  withdrawal  from  the  com- 
position, but,  as  it  appears  to  me  upon  a  careful  perusal  and 
consideration  of  the  testimony,  they  failed  to  adduce  any 
evidence  upon  which  such  notice  ought  to  be  fastened  upon 
the  defendant. 

The  onus  was  upon  the  plaintiffs  to  establish  the  fact  of 
notice  to  tlie  defendant  Hersee,  if,  as  they  appeared  to  think, 
it  was  essential  to  their  case.  But  every  witness  called  or 
interrogated  upon  the  point  distinctly  denied  that  the  defen- 
dant Hersee  had  seen  or  read  or  been  told  of  the  plaintiffs' 
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letter  of  withdrawal  or  had  any  knowledge  of  the  fact  of  with- 
drawal until  after  he  had  executed  the  instrument  of  the  2nd 
October,  and  had  paid  a  considerable  number  of  the  creditors 
the  amount  of  the  composition  provided  for  by  his  covenant. 
The  only  scintilla  of  evidence  of  notice  or  knowledge  that 
could  be  argued  for  was  in  some  answers  to  questions  ad- 
dressed to  the  defendant  Hersee  when  he  waa  tinder  examina- 
tion in  the  former  action.  But  the  questions  and  answers  as  • 
read  at  the  trial  of  this  action,  disconnected  as  they  were  from 
the  preceding  and  succeeding  questions  and  answers,  seem 
vague  and  unsatisfactory  in  view  of  the  direct  testimony  and 
of  the  probabilities  of  the  case.  It  would  be  unsafe,  in  my 
opinion,  to  found  a  conclusion  of  fact  on  them.  It  was  argued 
that  the  learned  Judge  had  not  given  credence  to  the  testi- 
mony of  the  witnesses  on  the  question  of  notice.  But,  as  said 
by  Lord  Justice  James  in  NobeFs  Explosives  Co.  v.  Jones,  17 
Ch.  D.  at  p.  739,  "  really  that  is  a  fallacy  which  we  had  occa- 
sion to  refer  to  more  than  once  in  this  Court,  that  a  man 
supposes  that  he  proves  the  affirmative  because  the  witness  for 
the  negative  is  not  wholly  to  be  believed.  Of  course  that  is  not 
so.  The  affirmative  must  be  proved,  and  to  say  that  a  witness 
for  the  negative  is  not  wholly  to  be  believed,  or  that  some 
other  witness  might  be  there,  is  in  no  sense  of  the  word  to- 
prove  the  affirmative." 

So  far  as  it  affects  this  case,  therefore,  I  think  it  ought  to  • 
be  taken  that  the  fact  of  notice  to  the  defendant  Hersee  of  the 
plaintiffs'  withdrawal  from  the  deed  of  composition  before  he 
executed  the  instrument  of  the  2nd  October,  ought  to  be  taken 
as  not  established. 

The  plaintiffs  are  not  impeaching  the  transaction  between  • 
the  defendants  Bull  and  Hersee.  On  the  contrary,  they  have 
adopted  it,  and  ask  to  have  the  trusts  of  the  instrument  of  the 
2nd  October  enforced  for  their  benefit.  Their  right  to  main- 
tain this  action  in  their  own  names  against  the  defendant 
Hersee  must  depend  on  the  circumstance  that  the  property 
and  assets  passed  to  the  defendant  Hersee  impressed  with  a 
trust.  Probably  that  is  the  only  substantial  distinction  be- 
tween this  case  and  Henderson  v.  Killey,  18  S.  C.  R.  698, 
more  fully  reported  in  11  Occ.  N.  88.  But  the  rights  to  be 
enforced  are  those  which  the  defendant  Bull  could  enforce, 
and  no  others,  and,  unless  he  call  upon  the  defendant  Hersee 
to  pay  the  plaintiffs'  claim  in  full,  I  do  not  perceive  any 
ground  upon  which  the  plaintiffs  can  do  so.  In  my  judg- 
ment, the  defendant  Bull  is  not  shewn  to  be  entitled  to  that 
relief.    It  is  plain  upon  the  evidence,  as  I  think,  that  the 
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defendants  Bull  and  Hersee  were  dealing  upon  the  footing  of 
the  plaintiffs  being  creditors  who  were  willing  to  accept  40 
cents  in  the  dollar,  and  that  when  the  instrument  of  the  2nd 
October  was  executed  both  were  under  the  belief  that,  so  far 
as  the  plaintiffs  were  concerned,  the  trust  extended  only  to 
40  cents  in  the  dollar  of  their  claim. 

It  was  evidently  not  contemplated  that  the  creditors  who 
had  intimated  their  acceptance  of  the  composition,  either  by 
executing  the  deed  or  by  letter  to  the  defendant  Bull,  were  to 
be  paid  in  full  by  the  defendant  Hersee,  in  the  event  of  their 
subsequently  electing  to  treat  their  intimation  as  not  binding, 
as  they  were  at  liberty  to  do  provided  the  deed  was  not  signed 
by  all  the  creditors. 

And  the  defendant  Bull  could  not  stretch  the  covenant  or 
the  trust  so  as  to  make  them  include  more  than  40  cents  in 
the  dollar  of  the  claims  of  those  whom  he  had  represented  as 
having  agreed  to  accept  that  sum  and  treated  as  still  willing 
to  do  so  at  the  time  when  the  instrument  was  executed.  I  do 
not  think  that,  as  regards  any  of  claims  which  were  so  re- 
garded by  both  parties,  any  Court  would  extend  the  trusts 
beyond  the  40  cents  in  the  dollar  at  the  instance  of  the  defen- 
dant Bull. 

It  follows  that  the  plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  the  judg- 
ment which  has  been  awarded  them. 

The  appeal  should  be  allowed  and  the  action  dismissed 
with  costs. 

OsLER,  J.A.,  gave  reasons  in  writing  for  the  same  con- 
clusion. 

Maclennan,  J.A.: — The  defendant  Bull  held  the  pro- 
perty of  the  debtors  in  trust  for  their  creditors,  including  the 
plaintiffs,  and  he  has  sold  the  property  to  the  defendant 
Hersee,  the  only  consideration  for  the  sale  being  the  covenant 
sued  upon.  The  plaintiffs  having  an  undoubted  right  to  the 
benefit  of  tliat  covenant,  and  the  defendant  Bull  having  re- 
fused to  enforce  it,  the  right  of  plaintiffs  to  enforce  it  in  their 
own  name  is  as  clear  as  an}i:hing  can  be. 

The  only  question  remaining  is  the  construction  and 
meaning  of  the  covenant,  and,  to  my  mind,  that  admits  of  no 
doubt.  The  composition  deed  contained  a  proviso  that  it  was 
only  to  become  operative  if  assented  to  by  all  the  creditors. 
Those  who  signed  it  first,  therefore,  signed  it  provisionally, 
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and,  perhaps,  could  not  withdraw  until  a  reasonable  time 
elapsed  for  the  procurement  of  the  signatures  or  the  assent 
of  the  others,  although  that  may  not  be  so  clear.  However 
that  may  be,  it  never  was  assented  to  by  all  the  creditors,  and 
the  assignee  sold  the  property  to  the  defendant  Hersee,  and  as 
the  consideration  for  the  sale  procured  the  covenant  in  ques- 
tion, which  provides  for  the  payment  of  both  classes,  both 
those  who  had  accepted  the  composition  and  those  who  had 
not.  It  may  be  that  plaintiffs  could  legally  claim  that  they 
had  not  assented  to  the  deed  so  as  to  be  bound  thereby,  by 
reason  of  the  condition  referred  to,  and  I  incline  to  think 
they  could,  but  it  is  proved,  and  is  so  found  by  the  learned 
Judge,  that  before  the  sale  they  had  notified  the  assignee 
that  they  repudiated  it  on  the  ground  of  misrepresentations 
whereby  they  had  been  induced  to  execute  it,  and  that  defen- 
dant Hersee  was  informed  of  that  repudiation  before  he  made 
his  purchase.  That  being  so,  I  think  the  plaintiffs  are  per- 
sons who  had  not  accepted  the  composition  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  covenant,  and  whom  Hersee  covenanted  with  the 
assignee  to  pay  in  full  in  case  no  more  favourable  settlement 
could  be  made  with  them.  ...  I  think  it  is  impossible, 
after  the  sale  has  been  carried  out  and  completed,  to  qualify 
the  trust  and  the  covenant  by  the  recitals.  I  think  the  appeal 
ought  to  be  dismissed. 

Appeal  allowed;  Maclennan,  J. A.,  dissenting. 


Meredith,  J.  October  10th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

Re  BRANDON  v.  GALLOWAY. 

Prohibition— Division  Court  —  Amount  Involved  —  Action  for  Tort- 
Coats. 

Motion  by  defendant  for  prohibition  to  the  10th  Division 
Court  in  the  county  of  York,  on  the  ground  that  the  amount 
claimed  and  adjudged  to  plaintiff,  $75,  was  beyond  the  Divi- 
sion Court  jurisdiction,  the  action  being  one  under  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Act  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  to 
plaintiff  in  defendant's  factory  by  the  alleged  negligence  of  a 
fellow-servant. 

John  Greer,  for  defendant. 
D.  M.  Defoe,  for  plaintiff. 
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Meredith^  J.: — The  plaintiff's  claim  in  the  Division 
Court  was  for  damages  for  injuries  sustained  through  the 
negligence  of  a  fellow-servant  of  plaintiff,  for  which  the  de- 
fendant, the  master,  is  said  to  be  liable  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Workmen^s  Compensation  for  Injuries  Act.  The  claim 
was  in  respect  of  a  wrong,  and  .could  not  by  any  device  be 
converted  into  one  for  breach  of  contract.  The  claiin  and 
judgment  being  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  a  Division  Court, 
the  defendant  was  entitled  to  prohibition.  If  the  plaintiff 
sue  and  recover  judgment  upon  his  claim  in  a  higher  Court, 
he  must  then  pay  the  costs  of  this  motion  or  set  them  off 
against  the  judgment;  otherwise  no  order  as  to  such  costs. 
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DIVISIONAL  C0X7RT. 

CROW'S  NEST  PASS  COAL  CO.  v.  BELL. 

lAbel— Pleading— Defence—Fair  Comment — EmbarrasHng  Ple<idin0 — 

Particulars. 

An  appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  an  order  of  Boyd,  C,  in 
Chambers,  refusing  an  application  by  plaintiffs  to  strike  out 
one  of  the  defences  in  an  action  for  libel. 

G.  G.  S.  Lindsey,  K.C.,  for  appellants. 

A.  E.  Knox,  for  defendants. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  Mac- 
Mahon,  J.,  LouNT,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Meredith,  C.J. : — ^This  is  an  action  for  libel,  the  libel- 
lous matter  complained  of  being  an  article  referring  to  the 
appellants'  operations,  contained  in  a  newspaper  published 
or  alleged  to  be  published  by  the  respondents. 

One  of  the  defences  set  up  is  that  of  fair  comment. 

The  learned  Chancellor,  upon  the  application  of  the  plain- 
tiffs to  strike  out  that  defence,  directed  that  the  pleadings 
should  be  amended.  The  appellants  are  not  satisfied,  and 
have  appealed  from  the  order,  contending  that,  even  with  the 
amendment  which  the  learned  Chancellor  directed  to  be  made, 
the  defence  is  insufficient. 

The  article  complained  of  contains  a  number  of  allega- 
tions of  fact — statements  of  fact — and  the  paragraph  of  the 
statement  of  defence  objected  to  does  not  attempt  in  any  way 
either  to  give  a  statement  of  the  facts  upon  which  it  is  alleged 
the  article  was  fair  comment,  or  allege  that  the  statements  of 
fact  in  the  article  complained  of  were  true. 

We  think  the  position  of  the  appellants  is  right. 

It  is  clear  upon  the  authorities  that  a  man  may  not  invent 
his  facts  and  comment  upon  them  and  succeed  upon  the 
ground  that,  the  facts  being  assumed  to  be  true,  the  comment 
is  fair. 

The  matter  has  been  the  subject  of  discussion  in  a  good 
many  cases  in  this  Province  and  Dominion  and  elsewhere, 
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In  Penrhyn  v.  Licensed  Victuallers'  Mirror,  7  Times  L. 
B.  1,  the  form  of  defence  is  given  in  which  the  defendant, 
who  set  up  the  defence  of  fair  comment,  where  there  were 
matters  of  fact  alleged,  stated  that»  so  far  as  the  article  com- 
plained of  contained  statements  of  fact,  those  statements  of 
fact- were  true,  and  as  to  the  other  matters  that  they  were 
matters  of  fair  comment;  and  that  was  held  to  be  the  proper 
form  of  pleading  in  such  a  case. 

In  Martin  v.  Manitoba  Free  Press  Co.,  21  S.  C.  R.  518, 
Brown  v.  Moyer,  20  A.  E.  509,  and  Douglas  v.  Stephenson,  a 
decision  of  this  divisicm,  29  0.  B.  616,  18  Occ.  N.  339,  after- 
wards affirmed  by  the  Court  of  Appeal,  26  A.  R.  26,  19  Occ. 
N.  60,  this  view  of  the  law  is  recognized  and  acted  upon. 

It  seems  to  us,  therefore,  that  the  order  of  the  learned 
Chancellor  did  not  go  far  enough,  and  that  the  pleading  must 
be  struck  out,  unless  the  respondents  elect  to  amend,  by  either 
setting  out  a  statement  of  the  facts  with  regard  to  which  they 
allege  the  article  was  a  fair  comment,  or,  in  the  other  form, 
by  justifying  the  statements  of  fact  contained  in  the  article, 
and  as  to  the  other  matters  pleading  that  they  were  fair 
comment  upon  those  matters  of  fact. 

Two  forms  of  pleading  this  defence  are  given  in  Odgers 
on  Libel  and  Slander,  3rd  ed.,  numbers  29  and  30,  pp.  67^ 
and  673. 

The  form  of  pleading  number  29  is  that  which  was  recog- 
nized as  the  corr^t  pleading  by  a  Divisional  Court  composed 
of  Justices  Mathew  and  Grantham  in  Penrhyn  v.  Licensed 
Victuallers^  Mirror.  The  third  paragraph,  wiiich  is  the 
material  one,  is  as  follows :  "  In  so  far  as  the  said  words  con- 
sist of  allegations  of  fact,  they  are  true  in  substance  and  in 
fact;  in  so  far  as  they  consist  of  expressions  of  opinion,  they 
are  fair  comments  made  in  good  faith  and  without  malice 
upon  the  said  facts,  which  are  matters  of  piiblic  interest," 

The  other  form  it  is  not  necessary  to  refer  to. 

The  respondents  should  have  ten  days  in  which  to  make 
their  election  and  to  amend. 

The  motion  of  the  appellants  also  asked  for  particulars  of 
the  defence.  We  think  it  would  be  premature  to  determine 
anything  as  to  that  until  the  form  of  pleading  is  settled.  It 
may  be  that  the  pleading  may  contain  all  the  information 
that  the  respondents  are  required  to  give,  and,  therefore,  we 
do  not  interfere  with  the  order  in  that  respect,  but  leave  the 
appellants,  if  they  are  so  advised,  to  make  th^ir  application 
when  the  pleading  is  placed  upon  file. 

The  costs  of  the  appeal  will  be  to  the  appellants  in  any 
event. 
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Falconbridge,  C.J.  October  14th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

WATTS  Y.  SALE. 
Chattel  Mortgage^Seizure  under— Breach  of  Trust — Damages. 

Action  for  damages  for  taking  possession  of  a  laundry 
business  in  the  city  of  Windsor  under  a  chattel  mortgage, 
which  the  plaintiffs  alleged  was  a  breach  of  trust. 

W.  R*.  Riddell,  K.C.,  and  J.  W.  Hanna,  Windsor,  for 
plaintiffs. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  J.  E.  O'Connor,  WiAdaor, 
for  defendant. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. :  —  I  find  all  the  issues  of  fact  in 
favour  of  defendant.  I  find  that  defendant  in  making  the 
seizure  acted  in  good  faith  with  the  object  of  protecting  the 
trust  property  and  himself  as  trustee-mortgagee,  and  he  is 
entitled  to  be  recouped  his  expenses  and  to  be  paid  proper 
compensation  for  his  care  and  trouble. 

I  acceded  somewhat  hastily  to  the  proposition  that  plain- 
tiffs' damages  should,  in  the  event  of  their  succeeding,  form 
the  subject  of  a  reference.  But  it  was  quite  manifest  on  the 
general  evidence  that  plaintiffs  have  suffered  (if  any)  dam- 
ages of  the  least  substantial  that  can  be  imagined. 

Action  dismissed  with  costs,  including  all  costs  over  which 
I  havp  any  disposing  power.  Reference  to  determine  amount 
of  defendant's  compensation  and  disbursements. 

Thirty  days'  stay. 


October  14th,  1902. 
divisional  coixrt. 

MURPHY  V.  BRODIB. 

stay  of  Proceedings— Consolidation  of  Actions— Parties. 

An  appeal  by  plaintiff  from  an  order  of  Britton,  J.,  in 
Chambers,  ante  429,  varying  an  order  of  one  of  the  local 
Judges  at  Sandwich  which  dismissed  an  application  by  de- 
fendant to  stay  proceedings  in  this  action,  or  to  consolidate  it 
with  the  action  of  Stuart  v.  Brodie,  in  which  the  same  iteues 
were  said  to  be  involved. 

P.  A.  Anglin,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

P.  E.  Hodgins,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

The  Court   (Boyd,  C,  Street,  J.,  Meredith,  J.) 
varjed  the  order  appealed  against  by  directing  that  this  action 
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be  consolidated  with  Stuart  v.  Brodie^  with  leave  to  all  parties 
to  amend;  all  parties  agreeing  to  take  the  consolidated  action 
down  to  trial  at  the  next  sittings.    Costs  in  the  cause. 

BRiTTOif,  J.  October  15th,  1903. 

CHAMBERS. 

CALDWELL  v.  BUCHANAN. 

lAbeJr^Pleadinff^Defence — Stating  Facta  and  CirctttrntanoeB^Bmbar- 

rassment. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  order  of  local  Judge  at 
Perth  striking  out  paragraph  3  of  the  statement  of  defence  in 
an  action  for  libel  by  a  member  of  the  congregation  of  St 
Andrew's  Presbyterian  church  in  the  village  of  Lanark 
against  the  minister  of  that  church.  The  alleged  libel  stated 
that  the  plaintiff  had  accepted  a  deficient  certificate  of  mem- 
bership in  irregular  form.  The  3rd  paragraph  of  the  defence 
stated  at  great  length  the  facts  and  circumstances  under 
which  the  defendant  wrote  the  alleged  libel,  and  concluded  as 
follows :  ''  The  defendant's  attention  was  called  to  the  said 
article  (an  article  in  another  newspaper)  by  members  of  his 
congregation,  and  it  was  urged  that  the  false  impression 
thereby  conveyed  should  be  corrected,  and  the  defendant 
thereupon  wrote  and  forwarded  to  such  papers  as  had  a  cir- 
culation in  the  said  counties  what  he  believed  to  be  a  fair  and 
impartial  statement  of  the  result  of  such  proceedings,  whic> 
said  statement  is  the  article  or  articles  complained  of,** 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  defendant. 

Grayson  Smith,  for  plaintiff. 

Britton,  J.: — T  shall  not  interfere  with  the  discretion 
which  the  local  Judge  exercised  in  striking  out  this  pare- 
graph  and  allowing  defendant  to  amend  as  he  may  be  ad- 
vised. The  application  was  made  under  Rule  298,  not  under 
Rule  261,  and  the  only  question  is,  whether  this  paragraph 
embarrasses  plaintiff  or  is  calculated  to  do  so  in  the  trial  of 
the  real  issue  between  the  pariies.  An  embarrassing  plea  is 
ono  in  which  matter  is  pleaded  that  the  defendant  is  not  en- 
titled to  make  use  of.  No  doubt  a  good  deal  of  liberty,  is 
allowed  in  case  of  libel,  where  defendant  mav  set  out  all  the 
facts  relied  on  as  shewing  justification  or  privilege  or  in  miti- 
gation of  damages,  but  it  is  not  clear  what  paragraph  3  is 
intended  to  be.  Tt  may  mean  that  the  impression  created  by 
the  certificate  of  membership  which  the  plaintiff  had  obtained 
was  a  false  impression,  and  that  the  defendant  was  justified 
in  an  attempt  to  correct  that  impression  in  the  mind  of  the 


6S? 

public  by  publishing  what  is  complained  of.  If  that  is  the 
meaning,  it  is  embarrassing.  If  that  is  not  its  meaning,  the 
latter  part  of  the  paragraph  is  embarrassing  in  not  being  so 
framed  as  tq  shew  clearly  what  defendant  intends  to  rely 
upon,    Appeal  dismissed.    Costs  in  cause  to  plaintiff. 

October  15th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

Be  SCADDING. 

Will^Legacu— Interest  on  —  Legatee  Attaining  Majority  —  Death  of 

Widow — Mixed  Fund. 

Appeal  by  executors  from  order  of  MacMahon,  J.,  -in 
Chambers  (ante '467),  declaring  that  executors  should  pay 
out  of  the  estate  interest  upon  legacies  from  the  dates  of  the 
legatees  attaining  majority. 

The  appeal  was  heard  by  Boyd,  C,  Street,  J.,  Mere- 
dith, J.  ..: 

C.  A.  Masten,  for  executors. 

W.  Bell,  Hamilton,  for  legatees. 

Boyd,  C.  : — The  scheme  of  the  will  is  to  create  a  trust 
fund  of  the  whole  estate,  real  and  personal,  to  be  held  by  the 
trustees  and  executors  to  pay  first  of  all  an  annuity  of  $800, 
and  then  to  pay  all  the  balance  of  the  income  to  the  widow 
for  life,  and  on  her  death  to  divide  the  corpus:  to  the  two 
^andchildren  $1,000  each,  and  then  an  equal  division  among 
the  testator's  children.  The  bequest  of  these  two  legacies  is 
declared  to  be  subject  to  the  widow's  life  interest ;  the  legacies 
are  to  be  paid  when  the  grandchildren  attain  21,  but  in  case 
the  estate  is  divided  (i.e.,  upon  the  death  of  the  widow)  be- 
fore they  attain  21,  then  interest  is  to  be  paid  on  the  legacies; 
if  the  grandchildren  die  before  attaining  21,  the  legacy  falls 
into  the  estate.  The  meaning  of  this  clause  is,  that  the 
legacies  are  made  contingent  upon  the  beneficiaries  coming  of 
age,  when  they  become  vested,  but  the  time  of  payment  is 
postponed  till  the  widow  dies.  They  have  attained  21,  and 
the  widow  did  not  die  till  some  years  thereafter.  The  pay- 
ment of  interest  oh  legacies  depends  upon  certain  rules  which 
are  modified  by  the  intentions  of  the  testator,  as  expressly  or 
impliedly  declared  by  the  language  of  the  will.  This  will 
is  not  silent  as  to  interest;  it  contemplates  and  provides  for 
the  payment  of  interest  on  the  legacies  after  the  time  fixed 
for  dividing  the  estate,  if  tlie  legatees  are  not  then  of  age. 
That  indicates  that  interest  is  not  meant  to  be  given  before 
the  time  arrives  for  dividing  the  estate.    It  is  a  general  rule 
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that  interest  is  not  payable  on  a  legacy,  whether  vested  or  not, 
until  it  is  actually  clue  and  payable.  Interest  is  given  for 
delay  in  payment.  The  testator  here  has  in  effect  declared 
that  these  legacies  are  not  to  be  paid  until  the  death  of  the 
widow.  If  that  falls  after  the  beneficiaries  attain  21,  it  does 
not  follow  that  interest  should  be  given  in  the  interval ;  for 
the  time  has  not  arrived  which  the  testator  has  fixed  for  pay- 
ment, and  there  is  no  default.  Interest  is  not  to  be  exacted 
when  by  the  direction  of  the  testator  there  is  nothing  in  hand 
to  pay  the  legacy.  Toomey  v.  Tracey,  4  0.  B.  708,  distin- 
guished. Therefore,  the  appeal  should  be  allowed  and  it 
should  be  declared  that  interest  on  the  legacies  runs  only 
from  the  death  of  the  widow.  See  Crickett  v.  Dolby,  3  Ves. 
16.  Order  accordingly.     Costs  out  of  the  estate. 

Street.  J.,  concurred. 

Meredith,  J. :— The  meaning  of  the  will  is,  that,  in  the 
events  which  have  happened,  the  legacies  in  question  became 
payable  at  the  widow^s  death,  not  upon  the  legatees  respec- 
tively attaining  full  age. 

The  scheme  of  the  testator,  as  developed  in  his  will,  was 
that  the  estate  should  remain  intact  until  his  wife's  death,  so 
that  she  might  have  the  benefit  of  the  whole  income  from  it; 
and  that  at  her  death  the  legacies  in  question  should  go  to 
these  grandchildren,  to  be  paid  to  them  as  they  attained  ma- 
jority, and  all  were  put  upon  an  equality  by  the  express  pro- 
vision that  interest  should  be  paid  to  those  whose  payments 
should  be  deferred  by  reason  of  their  minority. 

The  fact  that  one  of  the  legatees  attained  full  age  in  the 
testator's  lifetime  goes  to  confirm  this  reading  of  the  will. 

Winchester,  Master.  October  17th,  1902. 

chambers. 

HARRIS  V.  HARRIS. 

Pleading — Statement  of  Claim^Statements  of  Unnecessary  Facts  and 
of  Evidence — Embarrassment— Pleading  to  Claimr-Waiver, 

Motion  by  defendant  Elizabeth  Harris  to  strike  out  certain 
paragraphs  of  the  statement  of  claim.  The  plaintiff,  claiming 
to  be  the  lawful  widow  of  the  late  Hebron  Harris,  brought  this 
action  against  Elizabeth  Harris,  who  also  claimed  to  be  the 
widow  of  Hebron  Harris,  and  the  executors  of  his  will,  for  a 
declaration  that  plaintiff  was  the  lawful  wife  and  is  the  law- 
ful widow  of  the  deceased.  The  paragraphs  of  the  statement 
of  claim  objected  to  referred  to  a  certain  action  in  the  High 
Court,  in  which  the  defendants  the  executors  were  plaintiffs 
and  the  two  sons  of  the  plaintiff  were  defendants,  brought  to 
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have  probate  of  the  will  of  Hebron  Harris  decreed^  and  stated 
the  proceedings  in  that  action^  and  that  an  appeal  thereon 
was  still  pending  in  the  Court  of  AppeaL  The  defendant 
Elizabeth  Harris  filed  a  statement  of  defence^  and  at  the  aame 
time  served  notice  of  this  motion. 

D.  L.  McCarthy,  for  applicant. 

H.  M.  Mowat,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff,  contended  that,  by  de- 
livering a  statement  of  defence,  defendant  waived  the  right 
to  object  to  the  statement  of  claim,  and  shewed  that  there  was 
no  embarrassment. 

The  Master: — In  my  opinion,  the  defendant  did  not 
waive  her  right  to  object  to  the  plaintiff^s  statement  of  claim, 
as  she  served  her  notice  of  motion  with  the  statement  of  de- 
fence. The  paragraphs  complained  of  are  improperly  pleaded 
under  Bule  268,  as  being  statements  of  unnecessary  facts  and 
of  evidence.  Order  made  striking  out  paragraphs  6,  7,  8, 
and  10,  with  leave  to  plaintiff  to  amend.  Costs  to  applicant 
in  any  event. 


MacMahon,  J.  October  18th,  1902. 

TRtAL. 

McGARRIGLE  v.  SIMPSON. 

'Will—Te9tamentary  Capadtu — Senile  Dementia — Insane  Delu9ion9-^ 
Comprehension  of  Tei^ms  of  Will— Attack  on  Will  by  Person 
having  Accepted  Benefit  under  it— (Toste. 

Action  for  a  declaration  that  a  certain  instrument  in  writ- 
ing executed  by  Cornelius  McGarrigle,  deceased,  on  the  1st 
December,  1899,  was  not  his  last  will  and  testament,  on  the 
ground  that  he  was  not  of  testamentary  capacity  at  that  date. 
The  testator  was  at  this  time  more  than  seventy  years  of  age. 
He  could  neither  read  nor  write.  He  had  partly  lost  his 
memory,  and  was  considered  by  his  employer,  who  was  a 
physician,  to  be  in  an  advanced  stage  of  senile  dementia.  On 
the  1st  December,  1888,  he  had  made  a  will  leaving  all  his 
property  among  his  brothers  and  sisters.  The  will  in  ques- 
tion made  almost  the  same  disposition  of  his  property,  the 
only  substantial  differeiice  being  in  the  bequest  to  his  brother 
John,  which  was  under  the  first  will  $4,000  and  under  the 
last  will  $2,000.  He  was  declared  a  lunatic  on  the  19th  Febru- 
ary, 1900,  and  died  in  an  asylum  on  the  31st  August,  1900. 

C.  H.  Eitchie,  K.C.,  and  J.  Baird,  for  plaintiff  and  defen- 
dants Moment  and  Davey. 

A.  J.  Armstrong,  Cobourg,  for  defendant  Simpson. 

H.  F.  Holland,  Cobourg,  for  defendant  McGee. 

W,  E.  Eiddell,  K.C.,  for  the  other  defendanta 
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MacMAhon,  J.  (after  reviewing  the  evidence)  referred 
to  the  following  cases:  Waring  v.  Waring,  4  Moo.  P.  C.  351; 
Banks  v.  Goodfellow,  L.  K.  6  Q.  B.  649;  Jenkins  v.  Morris, 
14  Ch.  D.  674,  42  L.  T.  N.  S.  817;  Den  v.  Vancleve,  2  South- 
ard  (6  N.  J.)  589;  Stevens  v.  Vancleve,  4  Wash.  (U.  S.  C. 
C.)  267;  Greenwood  v.  Greenwood,  3  Curt.  Appx.  xxi.; 
Boughton  V.  Knight,  3  P.  &  D.  64;  Smee  v.  Smee,  5  P.  D. 
84;  Murfitt  v.  Smith,  12  P.  D.  116;  Eoe  v.  Nix,  [1893]  P. 
55,  9  Times  L.  K.  128:  and  concluded: — 

McGarrigle,  no -doubt,  had  an  imperfect  memory;  he 
could  not  recollect  where  the  furnace  was  while  at  Dr.  Hil- 
liar^s;  he  forgot  that  Dr.  Hilliar  had  paid  him  the  principal 
and  interest  due  on  the  VanCamp  mortgage;  he  could  not 
remember  that  the  amount  of  the  mortgage  had  been  de- 
posited to  his  credit  in  the  Standard  Bank,  and  asked  foolish 
questions  about  it;  and  he  forgot  the  amount  appearing  to  his 
credit  in  the  bank  pass  book.  On  the  28th  December,  1899, 
in  conversation  with  Mr.  Tole,  he  spoke  about  his  loss  suf- 
fered in  the  Skinner  property,  the  fact  being  that  he  had  sold 
it  and  received  the  purchase  money;  and,  although  he  had 
made  his  will  and  divided  his  property,  he  spoke  of  his  inten- 
tion to  do  so  if  he  had  forgotten  the  making  of  the  will. 
And  on  the  following  day,  on  going  to  the  Diliings'  house,  he 
wanted  to  sleep  on  a  shelf  in  the  pantry,  and  shortly  after- 
wards he  spoke  of  the  chickens  as  colts  and  sheep,  and  wanted 
them  shod. 

These  and  other  circumstances  shew  that  he  was  possessed 
of  delusions  on  some  subjects-  But  the  making  of  the  im-' 
peached  will  was  an  act  of  his  own  volition.  He  had  for 
some  time  contemplated  making  a  new  will,  and  had  spoken 
to  Mr.  Simpson  (his  solicitor  and  executor)  on  several  occa- 
sions of  his  intention  to  make  a  will;  and  from  what  trans- 
pired in  Mr.  Simpson^s  office  on  the  1st  December,  1899,  Mc- 
Garrigle came  there  having  in  his  mind  the  making  of  a  will, 
and  having  a  full  knowledge  and  recollection  of  the  amount 
of  the  property  he  possessed,  and  having  also  in  his  mind  the 
manner  in  which  it  should  be  divided,  and  who  he  intended 
should  take  as  beneficiaries  under  the  will. 

From  the  evidence  ...  no  matter  what  latent  delu- 
sions existed  in  the  testator's  mind,  they  had  no  influence  on 
the  disposal  of  his  property,  for  it  is  almost  the  same  disposi- 
tion that  was  made  under  the  will  of  1888,  when  no  delusions 
affected  his  mind.     .     .     . 

There  will  be  judgment  for  defendants  declaring  that  the 
testator  was  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  will  of  1st 
December,  1899,  of  sound  mind,  memory,  and  understanding, 
and  that  the  said  will  is  his  last  will  and  testament. 
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In  this  case  I  should  have  followed  the  rule  laid  down  in 
Davies  v.  Gregory,  3  P.  &  D.  28,  Eoe  v.  Nix,  [1893]  P.  67, 
Brown  v.  Penn,  12  Times  L.  E.  46,  and  Browning  v.  Mostyn, 
13  Times  L.  K.  184,  and  granted  the  plaintiff  his  costs  out  of 
th3  estate,  but  for  his  acceptance  of  a  payment  of  $1,600 
under  the  will  which  he  afterwards  impeached,  and  his  ex- 
ecution of  a  release  under  seal  in  which  the  terms  of  the  will 
are  recited.  He  is  thereby  estopped  from  contesting  the  val- 
idity of  the  will.  He  said,  at  the  time  he  received  the  $1,500 
on  account  of  the  bequest  to  him,  that  it  was  better  to  take 
the  money  than  go  to  law. 

The  costs  of  all  parties  except  the  plaintiff  will  be  paid 
out  of  the  estate. 


October  18th,  1902. 

C.  A. 

LEEDEE  V.  TOEONTO  BISCUIT  CO. 

Master  and  Servant — Injury  to  Servant  in  Factory— Elevator— Dc- 
fects—Safeguarda — Signals — Negligence— Findings  of  Jury, 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  Meredith,  C.J., 
in  favour  of  plaintiff,  upon  the  findings  of  the  jury  in  an 
action  for  damages  for  injuries  sustained  by  plaintiff,  while 
in  the  employment  of  defendants,  by  their  alleged  negligence. 
Plaintiff  fell  down  an  elevator  shaft  not  provided  with  self- 
closing  gates.  There  was  no  person  in  charge  of  the  elevator. 
The  workmen  used  it  when  necessary.  The  plaintiff  had  been 
using  it,  and,  supposing  it  was  still  at  hand,  whereas  it  had 
been  withdrawn  by  others,  stepped  into  the  shaft,  and  was 
injured.  The  jury  found  that  the  factory  inspector  was  asked 
by  defendants  if  the  safeguards  of  the  elevator  were  suffi- 
cient, and  said  they  were;  that  the  defect  in  the  hoisting  ap- 
paratus consisted  in  the  want  of  a  proper  signal  and  of  a  self- 
acting  guard;  and  that  the  accident  was  due  to  defendants' 
negligence. 

W.  E.  EiddeU,  K.C.,  and  E.  H.  Greer,  for  appellants,  con- 
tended that,  on  the  evidence,  plaintiff  was  negligent  in  back- 
ing towards  the  shaft  without  looking,  and  that,  on  the  find- 
ing^ of  the  jury  as  to  the  factory  inspector,  they  were  entitled 
to  judgment 

P.  Denton,  K.C.,  and  A.  D.  Crooks,  for  plaintiff. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
Garrow,  J  J.  a.)  was  delivered  by 

Osler,  J.A.: — The  jury  found  that  there  were  two  de- 
fects in  the  condition  or  arrangement  of  the  hoisting  appar- 
atus   .     .     .    These  defects  are  quite  independent  of  each 
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other.    If  it  were  necessary  to  rest  the  ease  upon  the  last, 
much  might  be  said  for  defendants'  contention  that  they  were 
not  obliged  to  provide  any  safeguards  to  the  elevator  itself 
beyond  that  which  the  factory  inspector  had  approved  of  as 
sufficient,  after  inspection  and  examination  of  it.    When  that 
safeguard  was  applied,  it  was  of  course  sufficient,  consisting 
as  it  did  of  doors  or  gates  intended  when  closed  to  be  fastened 
with  a  latch,  and  in  that  condition  would  necessarily  prevent 
any  one  from  falling  into  the  elevator  opening,  or  passing 
into  the  elevator  until  opened  again  for  the  purpose  of  being 
used.    The  doors  did  not  shut  automatically,  and  it  was  con- 
tended that  some  additional  device   should   have   been  em- 
ployed, such  as  automatic  bars,  which  would  have  guarded 
the  opening  in  case  the  doors  were  temporarily  leic  open, 
either  by  neglect  or  because  the  elevator  was  to  be  immedi- 
ately re-entered  by  the  person  who  had  just  used  it.    It  had 
not  occurred  to  the  inspector  that  any  additional  safeguard 
of  this  kind  was  required,  and  he  thought  that  with  ordinan 
care  it  was  safe  enough. 

In  the  view  we  take  of  the  case,  it  is  not  necessary  to  de- 
cide whether  compliance  with  the  directions  of  the  inspector 
under  the  Factories  Act  is  sufficient   to  absolve   defendant? 
from  negligence  which  they  might  otherwise  be  open  to  have 
imputcnl  to  them  under  the  provisions  of  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Act,  in  respect  to  the  absence  or  insufficiency  of  a 
guard,  because  the  other  ground  on   which   the   jury   found 
against  defendants  arises  out  of  the  manner  in  which  the 
elevator  was  used  in  the   factory,   which    created    a   danger 
against  which  the  safeguard  approved  by  the  inspector  was 
not  intended  to,  and  did  not,  provide.     .     .     .     The  only  wav 
in  which  notice  would  be  given  of  the  withdrawal  or  sending 
up  of  tlie  elevator     .     .     .     was  the  rattling  or  shaking  ot 
the  hoisting  rope;  no  other  signal  or  warning  was  provide^l 
for.    The  jury  might  well  have  come  to  the  conclusion   .   .   . 
that  the  arrangement  of  the  whole  apparatus  was  defective  in 
the  absence  of  some  better  provision  for  signalling  its  move- 
ments to  those  who  had  been  using  it  and  were  immediately 
about  to  use  it  again.     The  findings  of  the  jury  absolve  the 
plaintiff  of  negligence,  and  if  he  was  not  aware  that  the  ele- 
vator had  been  hauled  down,  such  a  result  cannot  be  said  to 
be  wrong.      It  cannot  be  ruled  as  a  matter  of  law  that  plain- 
tiff was  negligent  in   not   having   shut   the   doors  when  he 

stepped  out  of  the  elevator  or  in  not  having  looked  behind 
him.     ... 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 
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t     .  DIVISIONAL   COURT. 

CHAMBERS  v.  McCOMBS. 

Mortgage — Mortgagee  in  Possession— Statute  of  Limitations  —  Pay- 
ment by  Rents  and  Profits— Account — Reference. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  judgment  of  Falconbridge, 
C.J.,  at  the  trial,  in  favour  of  plaintiff  in  ejectment.  Plain- 
tiff, as  mortgagee,  went  into  possession  of  certain  land,  chiefly 
pasture,  but  with  a  small  house  upon  it,  in  1871,  and  had  the 
rents  and  profits  of  it.  He  removed  the  house,  and,  there 
being  no  one  on  the  premises,  the  defendant,  who  acquired 
the  interest  of  the  mortgagor,  in  1901,  went  into  possession, 
and  the  plaintiff  brought  this  action. 

G.  Lynch-Staunton,  K.C.,  for  defendant,  contended  thai 
the  plaintiff^s  claim  had  been  paid  oti:  by  the  rents  and  pro- 
fits and  the  removal  of  the  house,  and  that  that  was  such  a 
payment  as  stopped  the  running  of  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions, the  plaintiff  having  then  gone  out  of  possession.  He 
urged  that  an  account  should  be  taken  to  shew  whether  plain- 
tiffs claim  had  been  paid. 

S.  H.  Bradford,  for  plaintiff,  contra. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Boyd,  C,  Moss,  J.A.)  was 
delivered  by 

Boyd,  C.  : — The  issues  raised  by  the  pleadings  and  which 
appear  to  be  necessary  to  make  a  final  determination  of  this 
case,  have  not  been  elucidated  by  evidence,  nor  are  they  dealt 
with  in  the  judgment.  The  judgment  is  merely  for  posses- 
sion, and,  though  that  is  in  accord  with  the  outstanding  legal 
title,  that  legal  title  may  not  be  of  importance  if  the  defen- 
dant can  establish  his  defence  as  to  the  payment  of  the  mort- 
gage and  the  non-possession  of  plaintiff  thereafter.  The  pro- 
secution of  the  case  at  the  hearing  was  intercepted  by  the 
hypothetical  cases  put  by  counsel,  and  we  do  not  know 
what  the  real  facts  are.  To  save  the  expenses  of  a  re-trial 
it  is  better  to  let  the  judgment  stand  for  possession  to  plain- 
tiff, subject  to  the  report  of  the  Master  and  judgment  thereon 

O.W.R.NO.  36 
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upon  further  directions.  Let  it  be  referred  to  the  Master  to 
investigate  and  report  upon  the  truth  of  the  defence  and 
report  specially  as  to  taxes,  etc.  Further  directions  and  costs 
reserved.  The  defendant  should  as  a  condition  of  this  relief 
pay  into  Court  or  give  security  for  $100,  to  be  dealt  with  by 
the  Court  after  the  conclusion  of  the  case.  If  this  condition 
is  complied  with  in  14  days,  order  as  above.  If  not,  appeal 
dismissed  with  costs. 


October  22nd,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

Re  RITZ  and  VILLAGE  OF  NEW  HAMBURG. 

f^arties— Summary  Application  to  Quash  Municipal  By-law— Counter- 
mand— Motion  to  Add  or  Substitute  New  Applicant. 

Appeal  by  John  F.  Katzenmeier  from  order  of  Mac- 
Mahon,  J.,  in  Chambers  (ante  5.74),  dismissing  application 
for  an  order  allowing  appellant  to  be  added  as  an  applicant 
for  a  summary  order  quashing  by-law  259  of  the  village  of 
New 'Hamburg,  or  substituting  him  for  Charles  Ritz,  the 
original  applicant,  who  had  countermanded  his  notice  of  mo- 
tion for  the  order.  When  the  countermand  was  served,  the 
time  for  applying  to  quash  had  expired. 

New  material  was  allowed  to  be  used  upon  the  appeal, 
which  was  heard  by  Boyd,  C,  Street,  J.,  Meredith,  J. 

E.  E.  A.  DuVernet,  for  Katzenmeier. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  the  corporation. 

Boyd,  C.  : — The  analogy  of  proceedings  in  an  action 
applies  to  these  applications  to  quash  by-laws:  Re  Sweetman 
and  Townships  of  Gosfield,  13  P.  R.  293,  approved  of  by  the 
Court  of  Appeal  in  Re  Shaw  and  City  of  St.  Thomas,  18 
P.  R.  454. 

When  the  fact  is  that  the  motion  to  quash  is  taken  on 
behalf  of  a  number  of  interested  ratepayers  who  have  com- 
bined to  make  the  necessary  deposit  to  answer  costs,  it  is  as  a 
matter  of  course  to  allow  any  amendment  of  the  papers  so  as 
to  place  that  fact  on  record :  In  re  Tottenham,  [1896]  1  Ch. 
628.  And  if  it  be  the  fact  that  the  motion  is  in  truth  on 
behalf  of  a  number  so  interested,  th(^  failure  of  the  individual 
put  forward  to  give  a  title  to  the  proceedings  to  prosecute,  or 
tiis  attempt  to  relinquish  the  proceedings,  should  not  prejudice 
the  others  who  seek  to  have  the  matter  adjudicated.  In  such 
a  case  the  practice  of  the  Court  is  to  substitute  another,  being 
one  of  those  reallv  interested :  Hughes  v.  Pump  House  Co., 
[1902]  2  K.  B.  485. 
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The  persons  interested  who  contributed  the  money  relied 
upon  their  nominee,  Kitz,  duly  prosecuting  the  motion  in- 
trusted to  him,  and  if  he  betrays  that  trust,  the  Court  seized 
of  the  motion  is  not  helpless  to  do  justice  in  the  premises. 

True,  in  a  creditor's  suit  the  creditor  who  files  a  bill  may 
before  decree  dismiss  it  and  another  creditor  is  not  allowed 
to  intervene,  because  he  does  not  rely  on  the  diligence  of  the 
acting  creditor,  and  it  is  open  for  him  to  begin  proceedings 
in  his  own  name.  But  the  points  of  difference  here  are  plain : 
because  it  is  too  late  to  initiate  another  motion  on  account 
of  the  three  months'  limit;  and  because  all  the  contributories 
relied  upon  Ritz  acting  promptly  and  uprightly  (see  Hand- 
ford  V.  Storie,  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  at  p.  198,  Canadian  Bank  of 
Commerce  v.  Tinning,  15  P.  K.  401,  Atlas  Bank  v.  Mahat, 
23  Pick.  492) ;  and  because  those  thus  defrauded  have  made 
actual  contribution  to  the  expenses  of  the  litigation. 

[Macdonald  v.  City  of  Toronto,  18  P.  R.  17,  referred  to.] 

The  Court  should  grant  the  relief  asked.  .  .  .  The 
terms  will  be  as  stated  bv  mv  brother  Meredith. 

Mi5:REDiTH,  »T. : — The  application  was  made  at  the  in- 
stance and  upon  the  behalf  of  nine  ratepayers.  Ritz  was  but 
(me  of  them,  and,  with  his  concurrence,  his  name  only  was 
used  in  the  proceedings.  Some  time  afterwards  he  was  bribed 
to  discontinue  them,  and  desired  to  do  so,  and  has  done  all  he 
was  asked  to  do,  by  those  who  bribed  him,  to  carry  out  his 
corrupt  bargain;  but  the  application  was  still  pending  when 
the  order  appealed  against  was  made. 

In  these  circumstances  tlie  Court  is  not  powerless  to  pre- 
vent the  bribed  defeat  of  the  ratepayers'  right  to  apply  to 
ouash  the  by-law.  Ritz,  as  their  agent,  could  be  restrained 
from  such  a  breach  of  confidence  and  trust.  A  sim])le  and 
readv  injunction  is  the  order  proposed :  see  Payne  v.  Roger, 
Doug.  407 ;  Leigh  v.  Hunt,  1  B.  &  P.  447 :  Doe  v.  Franklin, 
7  Taunt.  9;  Hicks  v.  Beith,  7  Taunt.  48;  Morell  v.  Xewman, 
4  B.  &  Ad.  419.  They  may,  and  ought  to  be,  empowered  to 
continue  the  proceedings  in  HitzV  name,  on  the  usual  terms^ 
of  indemnifying  him  against  costs.  They  should  also  under- 
take to  speed  the  hearing  of  the  api)lication,  and  should,  at 
the  end  of  the  litigation,  pay  the  respondents'  costs  of  the 
motion  below  and  of  the  appeal,  which,  by  reason  of  the  new 
material  used,  put  it,  for  the  ])urpose  and  in  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  in  the  same  position  as  an  original  motion. 

Street,  J. : — T  concur. 
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October  22nd,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

PEOPLE'S  BUILDING  AND  LOAN  ASSOCIATION  v. 

STANLEY. 

Execution — Judge's  Order  for  Costs— Direction  for  Set-off—Service  of 
Allocatur— Issue  of  Execution — Production  of  Original  Order  or 
Office  Copy. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  order  of  Lount,  J.,  dismissing 
defendant's  application  to  set  aside  a  writ  of  fi.  fa,  against 
defendant's  goods  for  interloctutory  costs  under  a  Judge's 
order,  upon  grounds  of  irregularity  appearing  below. 

The  appeal  was  heard  by  Boyd,  C,  Street,  J.,  Mere- 
dith, J. 

W.  H.  Bartram,  London,  for  defendant. 

D.  W.  Saunders,  for  plaintiffs. 

Boyd,  C.  : — Strict  practice  requires  that  when  execution 
is  issued  upon  a  Judge's  order,  the  order  itself  or  an  oflSce 
copy  thereof  sliould  be  produced  to  the  officer,  unless  that 
officer  has  official  custody  of  the  books  of  the  Court  wherein 
the  order  has  been  entered.  In  such  case  'he  may  act  upon 
the  copy  of  the  order  served,  after  verifying  its  correctness 
by  reference  to  the  record  in  his  custody.  Where  the  officers 
are  distant,  i.e.,  one  officer  issues  the  order  and  another  issues 
the  execution,  then  proper  evidence  of  the  existence  and  con- 
tents of  tlie  order  should  be  laid  before  the  officer  who  issues 
process.  It  is  customary  in  the  central  office  at  Osgoode  Hall, 
where  all  tlie  officers  are  together,  that  one  shoiiM  refer  to  the 
other,  and  a  copy  of  an  order  served  may  be  acted  upon  when 
the  officer  has  the  means  at  hand  of  verifying  its  correctness. 
So  in  the  Weekly  Court  at  London,  where  an  order  is  issued 
and  entered  by  the  clerk  at  the  weekly  sittings,  it  is  com- 
petent for  the  auxiliary  officer  who  issues  execution  thereon, 
i.e.,  tlie  deputy  registrar,  who  is  in  easy  touch  with  the  other 
oflicer,  to  satisfy  himself  that  the  copy  served  is  accurate.  In 
the  absence  of  evidence  and  in  face  of  the  fact  that  it  is  not 
Jisputed  tliat  the  copy  is  right,  the  Court  on  this  motion 
will  infer  that  omnia  vita  esse  acta. 

I  think  tliat  tlie  appellant  has  a  right  to  complain  in 
strictness  tliat  dixluction  was  not  made  from  the  costs  last 
taxed  against  him,  if  the  company's  solicitor  intended  to  issue 
execution  therefor,  and  for  this  reason  I  would  agree  with  the 
result  arrived  at  by  my  brother  Meredith. 

Street,  J,: — I  concur. 
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Meredit»,  J.: — The  appellant  seeks  to  set  aside  the 
/?.  fa.  on  these  grounds :  1,  because  costs  directed  to  be  set  off 
were  not  deducted  before  the  writ  issued ;  2,  because  the  certi- 
ficate of  taxation  was  not  served;  and  3,  because,  as  to  part 
of  the  costs  included  in  the  writ,  it  was  issued  without  pro- 
duction of  the  original  order  for  payment  of  such  costs. 

As  to  the  first  ground,  the  direction  was  a  verbal  one, 
made  by  the  learned  Judge  who  made  the  order  now  in  appeal, 
so  that  it  must  have  been  considered  by  him  that  his  verbal 
direction  had  been  substantially  carried  out,  and  so  it  now 
appears.  The  costs  have  been  set  off  against  an  earlier  bill 
of  the  plaintiffs,  upon  which  execution  had  issued.  The  only 
possible  loss  the  defendant  could  sustain  by  setting  his  costs 
off  against  the  plaintiffs'  earlier  instead  of  his  later  bill  is 
the  sheriff's  poundage  on  $12,  that  is,  72  cents,  and  in  the 
disposition  to  be  made  of  this  motion  that  will  be  prevented. 
*  As  to  the  second  ground,  there  is  no  practice  requiring 
service  of  the  allocatur  in  such  case  as  this.  The  defendant's 
solicitor  had  notice  of  the  taxation,  and  his  agents  were 
present  when  it  was  completed,  so  that  the  defendant  had 
notice  of  the  amount  payable,  and  the  writ-  was  not  issued 
until  five  days  afterwards:  see  Con.  Rule  843.  It  would  have 
been  more  courteous  and  commendable  to  have  asked  for  pay- 
ment before  issuing  the  writ ;  the  amount  was  small,  for  inter- 
locutory costs  only,  and  the  solicitors  resided  in  the  same 
town,  and  after  the  ])revious  like  taxation  a  copy  of  the  allo- 
catur had  been  served ;  though,  to  the  contrary,  it  is  right  to 
add  that  such  service  had  no  effect,  the  costs  were  not  paid, 
the  Court  had  to  be  moved  to  recover  them. 

The  last  ground  seems  more  important  as  a  matter  of 
general  practice.  It  can  hardly  be  good  practice  to  issue 
execution  upon  what  at  most  merely  purports  to  be  a  copy  of 
an  order;  and,  in  this  case,  there  was  no  reason  why  the  origi- 
nal or  an  office  copy  could  not  readily  have  been  obtained. 
Our  Rules  seem  to  contain  no  provision  touching  the  ques- 
tion; they  are  quite  bald  as  to  the  modus  operandi  in  obtain- 
ing the  writ;  they  indicate  from  which  office  such  writs  shall 
issue,  and  provide  for  the  filing  of  a  praecipe,  but  that  seems 
to  be  all.  The  English  Rules  expressly  require  the  produc- 
tion of  the  original  order  or  of  an  office  copy  of  it :  0.  42,  r. 
11 :  and  such  has  long  been  the  practice  there,  a  rule  of  1853 
providing  that  no  writ  of  execution  should  be  issued  until  the 
judgment  paper,  postea,  or  inquisition,  as  the  case  might  be, 
had  been  seen  by  the  proper  officer:  R.  71,  H.  T.  1853.  This 
is  a  reasonable  and  convenient  practice  which  ought  to  be 
followed— as  I  think  it  has  been — in  this  Court.  It  might 
be  different  if  the  order  were  entered  in  a  book  accessible  to, 
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and  examined  by,  the  officer  issuing  the  writ,  before  issuing 
it.  But  tlie  defendant  has  not  suffered  from  the  irregularity; 
the  order  existed,  and  an  office  copy  of  it  could  have  been 
had. 

In  these  circumstances,  the  proper  order  to  be  now  made, 
is  that,  upon  the  defendant  paying  to  the  plaintiffs  or  the 
sheriff,  M'ithin  five  days,  the  amount  due  upon  the  two  later 
bills  of  costs,  that  is,  the  balance  now  payable  for  interlocu- 
tory costs,  all  proceedings  upon  the  writ  be  stayed.  Xo  costs 
of  this  appeal  or  the  motion  below ;  in  default,^  the  appeal  to 
be  dismissed  with  costs. 


Winchester,  Master.  October  23rd,  1902. 

chambers. 

Re  PTNKNEY. 

yecurity  for  Costs— Petition  hu  ParenU  for  Custody  of  Infant- 
Petitioners  out  of  Jurisdirtion^Respondents  Admitting  Rights 
of  Petitioners. 

An  application  by  the  respondents  to  a  petition  for  the 
custody  of  an  infant  for  an  order  r<»ciuiring  the  petitioners  to 
give  security  for  the  respondents'  costs  of  the  petition. 

Shirley  Denison,  for  respondents. 

W.  E.  Middleton,  for  petitioners. 

The  Master.— The  parents  of  Leland  Pinkney  have  filed 
and  served  a  petition  seeking  the  delivery  up  by  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Corbett  of  Leland  Pinkney,  a  boy  about  14  years  of  age.  The 
petitioners  reside  outside  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court, 
and  an  application  is  now  made  by  the  respondents  for  an 
order  for  securitv  for  costs. 

I. 

On  the  argument  counsel  for  the  respondents  admitted 
that  they  were  quite  willing  to  deliver  up  the  boy,  but  alleged 
that  he  refused  to  leave  them.  If  this  be  so,  then  thev  have 
no  objection  to  the  Court  awarding  the  custody  of  the  child 
to  his  parents.  The  only  difiiculty  apparently  in  the  way 
is  that  the  petitioners  are  asking  to  be  paid  the  costs  of  the 
petition  by  the  respondents.  That  is  a  matter  that  the  Court 
has  jurisdiction  over,  and  is  no  reason  why  an  order  for  secur- 
ity for  costs  should  be  granted  when  the  subject  matter  of  the 
petition  must  be  handed  over  to  the  ])etitioners,  as  admitted 
by  the  respondents.  In  my  opinion  no  order  for  security  for 
costs  should  l)e  granted.  Costs  in  the  petition  to  the  peti- 
tioners. 


696 

Winchester,  Master.  October  23rd,  1902. 

chambers. 

FARMERS^  LOAN  AND  SAVINGS  CO.  v.  IIICKEY. 

,Third  Parties—Action  to  Set  aside  Tax  Sale— Claim  by  Purchaser 

to  Relief  over  a/jainst  Municipality, 

Motion  by  the  corporation  of  the  town  of  Toronto  Junc- 
tion to  set  aside  an  order  making  them  third  parties  herein. 

The  action  was  brought,  to  set  aside  a  tax  sale,  against  a 
person  who  had  obtained  a  conveyance  from  the  mayor  and 
treasurer  of  the  applicants  under  such  sale. 

The  defendant  claimed  that  she  was  entitled  to  some  relief 
over  against  the  corporation  by  virtue  of  the  deed  of  con- 
veyance. 

W.  E.  Raney,  for  the  third  parties. 

H.  F.  Gooderham,  for  defendant. 

F.  J.  Dunbar,  for  plaintiff. 

The  Master. — The  deed  does  not  purport  to  bind  the 
corporation,  and,  besides,  the  statute  provides  for  the  relief 
to  which  a  tax  purchaser  is  entitled.  I  am,  therefore,  of 
opinion  that  the  third  party  notice  must  be  set  aside. 

The'  plaintiff  was  unnecessarily  served  with  notice  of  this 
application.  There  will  be  no  costs  to  the  plaintiff.  The 
third  party  will  be  entitled  to  the  costs  of  this  application, 
to  be  paid  by  the  defendant  forthwith. 


Boyd,  C.  October  23rd,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

GRAND  TRUNJC  R.  W.  CO.  v.  VALLIEAR. 

Way— Private  Way— Easement— Prescription— Railway  Lands  —  User 
not  Incompatible  with  Requirements  of  Railway. 

Action  for  damages  for  forcible  removal  and  destruction 
of  plaintiffs'  fence  by  defendant,  and  for  destruction  of  other 
property  of  plaintiffs,  and  for  an  injunction.  Counterclaim 
for  damages  for  removal  of  defendant's  gate  and  interference 
with  right  of  way. 

Wallace  Nesbitt,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

S.  W.  McKeown,  for  defendant. 

Boyd,  C.  : — The  facts  in  this  care  are  all  one  way.  The 
defendant  has  used  openly,  continuously,  and  without  inter- 
ruption, for  over  30  years,  a  foot-path,  well  defined,  from 
the  rear  of  his  lot  to  the  common,  public  roadway  opening  on 
the  station  grounds.  The  entrance  to  the  station  yard  is  pro- 
tected by  a  gate  which  is  frequently  kept  locked  at  night,  and 
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the  user  of  the  defendant  has  heen  suhject  to  this  restriction. 
The  defendant  made  the  entrance  from  his  land  wider  some 
eight  or  ten  years  ago,  but,  as  against  the  company,  the  length 
of  user  of  that  additional  width  of  way  cannot  be  upheld. 

The  company^s  contention  was  of  law,  and  was  placed  on 
the  footing  that  a  railway  company  have  not  power  to  dedicate 
part  of  their  property,  as  that  would  be  repugnant  to  the  title 
by  which  they  hold  their  lands.  And,  by  parity  of  reason, 
that  no  presumption  of  grant  could  arise  from  length  of  user 
to  support  an  easement,  and  therefore  no  right  of  way  has 
been  established  as  a  matter  of  law.  That  doctrine,  though 
it  has  some  colour  from  expressions  in  Guthrie  v.  Canadian 
Pacific  H.  W.  Co.,  27  A.  E.  64,  31  S.  C.  R.  155,  is  not  re- 
garded as  law  by  many  great  authorities  by  which  I  am 
bound.  There  is  a  line  of  cases  beginning  with  Regina  v. 
Leake,  5  B.  &  Ad.  478,  down  to  the  present  time,  which  estab- 
lish that  railway  lands  may  be  dedicated  for  public  or  other 
user  so  long  as  that  user  is  not  incompatible  with  the  present 
and  actual  requirements  of  the  railway.  Such  is  indubitably 
the  case  here,  inasmuch  as  for  over  30  years  the  defendant's 
use  of  the  path  has  in  no  way  harmed  the  company,  and  has 
not  called  forth  the  slightest  complaint  until  this  action  is 
brought.  .  .  .  This  path  is  a  matter  of  no  small  im- 
portance to  defendant,  as  it  is  in  fact  his  only  means  of"  out- 
let. I  think  he  is  entitled  to  be  undisturbed  in  his  use  of  the 
path  as  aforetime,  i.e.,  of  its  original  width  as  a  footpath  for 
pedestrians,  subject  to  the  right  of  the  company  to  keep  their 
gates  closed  and  locked  as  before  and  so  long  as  the  station  is 
in  its  present  condition. 

[Grand  Junction  Canal  Co.  v.  Eetty,  21  Q.  B.  D.  273, 
276,  Re  Gonty  and  Manchester,  etc.,  R.  W.  Co.,  [1896]  2  Q.  B. 
439,  Foster  v.  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  R.  W.  Co.,  [1895] 
1  Q.  B.  711,  Wells  V.  Northern  R.  W.  Co.,  14  0.  R.  594,  Mul- 
liner  v.  Midland  R.  W.  Co.,  11  Ch.  D.  611,  Rangeley  v.  Mid- 
land R.  W.  Co.,  L.  R.  3  Ch.  306,  310,  Elliott  on  Railroads, 
sec.  1140,  Lehigh  Valley  R.  R.  Co.  v.  McFarlane,  43  N.  J.  L. 
605,  and  Turner  v.  Fitchley,  145  Mass.  438,  referred  to,] 

The  company  interfered  with  and  caused  injury  to  defen- 
dant's gate,  and  should  pay  $10  damages  on  the  counterclaim. 
Action  dismissed  with  costs  and  costs  of  counterclaim  to  be 
paid  to  defendant. 
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Moss,  J.A.  October  23rd,  1902. 

C.  A. — CHAMBERS. 

OTTAWA  GAS  CO.  v.  CITY  OF  OTTAWA. 

Leave  to  Appeal— Question  of  Costs— Right  to  Costs  against  Opposite 
Party— No  LiaUUty  to  Solicitor— Corporation  Solicitor  Paid 
by  Salary— Change  in  By-lauy— Statute— Conflict  of  Decisions, 

Motion  by  defendants  for  leave  to  appeal  to  the  Court  of 
Appeal  from  the  order  of  a  Divisional  Court  (ante  647)  re- 
versing an  order  in  Chambers  upon  a  question  of  taxation  of 
costs. 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  defendants. 

H.  T.  Beck,  for  plaintiffs. 

Moss,  J.A. — As  the  case  stands  at  present,  the  defendants 
have  been  held  not  entitled  to  include  in  the  costs  taxable 
against  the  plaintiffs,  any  profit  costs.  The  action  was  finally 
dismissed  with  costs  on  the  14th  September,  1901.  On  that 
date  the  solicitor  who  conducted  the  defence,  and  acted 
throughout  the  action  for  the  defendants,  was  under  engage- 
ment by  them  at  a  yearly  salary  of  $2,500,  in  consideration 
of  which  he  was  to  perform  the  duties  specified  in  the  by-laws 
regulating  and  defining  the  duties  of  city  solicitor.  One 
tetrm  of  the  by-law  was,  that  all  costs  awarded  to  the  copora- 
tion  in  any  suit  should  be  paid  to  the  city  treasurer,  and  a 
detailed  statement  thereof  rendered  in  May  and  December  of 
each  year. 

On  the  10th  July,  1902,  the  by-law  was  amended  so  as  to 
provide  that  all  costs  payable  to  the  corporation  in  any  suit 
should  be  paid  to  the  city  solicitor  as  part  of  his  remunera- 
tion in  addition  to  his  salary. 

On  the  23rd  July,  1902,  the  defendants  brought  in  their 
bill  of  costs  in  this  action  for  taxation  by  the  deputy  regis- 
trar, who,  on  the  production  by  the  plaintiffs  of  the  before 
mentioned  by-laws,  ruled  that  the  defendants  were  not  en- 
titled to  tax  profit  costs.  Upon  appeal  from  this  ruling 
Street,  J.,  held  that  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  the  benefit 
of  the  amendment  of  the  by-law,  which  brought  the  case 
within  the  provisions  of  sec.  320  (3)  of  the  Municipal  Act. 

The  Divisional  Court  was  of  the  contrary  opinion,  and 
also  held  that  upon  the  terms  of  the  by-law  prior  to  the  amend- 
ment the  case  was  governed  by  Jarvis  v.  Great  Western  R.  W. 
Co.,  8  C.  P.  280,  and  Stevenson  v.  Citv  of  Kingston,  31  C. 
P.  333. 

The  defendants  relied  upon  Galloway  v.  Corporation  of 
London,  L.  E.  4  Eq.  90,  and  Henderson  v.  Merthyr  Tydfil, 
[1900]  1  Q.  B.  434. 
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On  this  motion  it  was  submitted  that  these  cases  laid 
down  a  rule  not  in  conflict  with  our  own  cases,  which  might 
be  adopted  without  impinging  upon  them.  It  was  said  that, 
conceding  the  correctness  of  the  doctrine  that  inasmuch  as 
the  salary  covered  all  claims  of  the  solicitor  against  the  clients 
for  the  costs  of  conducting  the  defences,  the  clients  incurred 
no  liability  against  which  they  were  entitled  to  be  indemni- 
fied, it  had  no  application  where,  as  in  this  case,  it  was  a  term 
of  the  employment  that  the  costs  awarded  to  the  corporation 
should  be  received  by  the  city  treasurer  for  its  benefit.  It  was 
further  submitted  that  if  it  appeared  that  Jarvis  v.  Great 
Western  R.  W.  Co.  and  Stevenson  v.  City  of  Kingston  applied, 
they  should  be  reconsidered  in  the  light  of  the  English  cases; 
and  that  in  any  case  the  question  of  the  effect  of  the  amend- 
ment to  the  by-law  was  of  sufficient  importance  to  justify 
further  discussion  in  this  Court. 

Jarvis  v.  Great  Western  E.  W.  Co.  was  decided  over  40 
years  ago.     It  was  fully  considered  in  Stevenson  v.  City  of 
Kingston  over  20  years  ago,  and  was  then  affirmed,  though 
the  opinion  of  Sir  A.  Wilson,  C.J.,  was  opposed  to  it.    At 
the  next  session  of  the  Legislature  held  after  the  rendering 
6t  the  latter  decision,  the  Municipal  Act  was  amended  (44 
Vict.  ch.  24,  sec.  5)    so  as  to  enable  a  municipal  corporation 
to  collect  costs  of  suits  and  proceedings,  notwithstanding  the 
employment  of  the  solicitor  at  a  salary,  when  by  the  terms 
of  the  employment  such  costs  are  payable  to  the  solicitor  as 
part  of  his  remuneration  in  addition  to  his  salary.    From 
that  time  to  the  present  it  has  been  within  the  power  of  the 
defendants  in  this  action  to  do  as  they  have  lately  done,  viz.. 
make  it  a  term  of  the  employment  of  their  solicitor  that  costs 
payable  to  them  by  other  parties  should  be  received  by  the 
solicitor  as  part  of  his  remuneration  in  addition  to  his  salary. 
Without  saying  that  a  case  could  not  yet  arise  in  which  it 
might  be  proper  to  review  these  cases,  I  think  that,  having 
regard  to  the  legislation,  and  to  the  prior  decisions  and  the 
clear  recognition  of  their  authority  in  subsequent  cases,  I 
ought  not  to  give  leave  to  open  a  discussion  of  them  with  a 
view  to  the  adoption  of  the  rule  of  the  English  cases,  at  the  in- 
stance of  a  municipal  corporation.     The  amount  involved  is 
not  large,  and  the  defendants  have  provided  for  all  future 
cases.     I  am  inclined  to  agree  with  the  Divisional  Court  that 
the  date  of  the  judgment  governs  the  plaintiffs'  liability  to 
the  defendants  for  costs,  but  I  express  no  decided  opinion. 
I  only  say  that  I  think  no  sufficient  reasons  have  been  shewn 
for  treating  the  case  as  exceptional  and  allowing  a  further 
appeal. 

The  motion  must  be  dismissed. 
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CHAMBERS. 

DUXLOP  PNEUMATIC  TIRE  CO.  v.  RYCKMAX. 

Pleading — Counterclain^— Exclusion  of— Defendants  to  Comtttrclaini 
out  of  Jurisdiction— Foreign  Trade  Mark,  Subject  of  Counterclaim 
— Hardsh  ip — Injustice. 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  and  Palmer,  one  of  the  defendants 
to  the  counterclaim,  from  an  order  of  the  Master  in  Chambers 
refusing  their  application  to  strike  out  the  counterclaim  of 
the  defendants  the  Dunlop  Tire  Company,  referred  to  as  "  the 
Canadian  company."  The  plaintiffs  are  referred  to  as  "  the 
English  company." 

W.  M.  Douglas,  K.C.,  for  the  appellants.  -  < 

W.  E.  Middleton,  for  the  counterclaiming  defendants. 

Street,  J.  (after  setting  out  the  facts  at  length) : — The 
action  is  brought  by  the  English  company  to  restrain  the  de- 
fendants from  exporting  pneumatic  tires  from  this  continent 
and  competing  with  the  plaintiffs  in  their  business  in  other 
parts  of  the  world,  contrary  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
of  13th  December,  1898,  which  the  plaintiffs  say  is  binding, 
upon  all  the  defendants. 

The  defendants  the  Canadian  company  deny  that  the 
agreement  is  binding  upon  them,  but  say  that,  if  it  is^ 
it  does  not  represent  the  real  bargain  which  was  made  be- 
tween the  plaintiffs  and  Ryckman,  and  they  claim  a  recti- 
fication of  it.  They  further  say  that  the  plaintiffs  did 
not  deliver  the  whole  of  the  rights  of  the  American  com- 
pany, as  they  agreed  to  do  in  the  agreement,  and  that 
the  Canadian  company  has  been  obliged  to  pay  large 
sums  to  obtain  those  rights,  and  they  ask  that  the  plaintiffs 
be  ordered  to  repay  these  sums  and  the  damages  they  have 
been  put  to  in  consequence.  They  further  ask  for  a  declara- 
tion of  their  rights  under  certain  parts  of  the  agreement. 
All  these  claims  are  put  in  the  form  of  a  counterclaim  by  the 
Canadian  company  against  the  plaintiffs  alone,  and,  in  my 
opinion,  they  are  very  proper  subjects  for  a  counterclaim  in 
this  action. 

O.W.R.  NO.  37 
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The  remainder  of  their  counterclaim  is,  however,  of  a 
much  wider  character.  It  alleges  that  under  the  proper  con- 
struction of  the  agreement  of  13th  December,  1898,  the  Can- 
adian company  is  entitled  to  the  use  of  certain  trade  marks 
in  connection  with  tires  exported  by  them  to  countries  out- 
side America  ;  but  that  the  plaintiffs,  along  with  two  persons. 
Garland  and  Palmer,  and  an  Australian  company,  none  of 
whom  is  a  party  to  the  action,  have  fraudulently  and  with 
knowledge  of  the  rights  of  the  Canadian  company  conspired 
together  to  cheat  them  of  their  rights  by  registering  the  said 
trade  marks  in  the  name  of  the  Australian  company,  and  they 
ask  for  an  injunction  and  damages  against  Palmer,  Garland, 
the  Australian  company,  and  the  plaintiffs. 

The  complaint  of  the  Canadian  company  in  this  part  of 
the  counterclaim  is  that  the  defendants  to  the  counterclaim, 
by  certain  acts  done  in  Australia,  have  interfered  with  their 
trade  there.  Of  the  defendants  to  the  counterclaim  Palmer 
is  the  only  one  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court;  Gar- 
land lives  in  Australia,  and  the  Australian  company  has  its 
liead  office  there.  The  plaintiffs  in  this  action,  who  are  the 
remaining  defendants  to  the  counterclaim,  have  their  head 
office  in  England,  and  have  neither  business  nor  offices  in 
Ontario.  None  of  the  parties  defendants  to  the  counterclaim, 
except  the  defendant  Palmer,  has  pleaded  to  it  or  admitted 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court. 

I  think  an  examination  of  the  pleadings  and  of  the  issues 
sought  to  be  raised  by  the  counterclaim  against  the  new 
parties  is  sufficient  to  establish  the  injustice  to  the  plaintiffs 
of  allowing  the  question  of  the  Australian  trade  mark  to  be 
raised  and  disposed  of  in  the  present  action.  It  is  manifest 
that  great  delay  must  necessarily  be  encountered  in  taking 
the  evidence,  which  must  be  taken  in  Australia  as  well  as  m 
f^ngland,  in  disposing  of  the  question  of  the  trade  marks.  In 
the  meantime  the  defendants  the  Canadian  company  have 
everything  to  gain  and  nothing  to  lose  by  the  delay,  for  they 
will,  of  course,  continue  to  carry  on  the  foreign  business  which 
the  plaintiffs  seek  in  the  action  to  restrain.  I  can  see  no 
such  intimate  connection  between  the  subject  of  the  action 
and  the  subject  of  the  counterclaim  as  to  oblige  the  Court  to 
require  both  to  be  disposed  of  in  the  same  action.  I  can  see 
that  to  allow  the  counterclaim  would  operate  as  so  great  a 
hardship  upon  the  plaintiffs  as  to  amount  almost,  if  not  en- 
tirely, to  an  actual  denial  of  justice  to  them,  and  I  am,  tiiere- 
fore,  of  opinion  that  the  appeal  should  be  allowed  as  to  that 
portion  of  the  counterclaim  which  begins  with  the  16th  para- 
graph of  the  defence  and  counterclaim,  and  relates  to  the 
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claim  against  the  plaintiffs,  Garland,  Palmer,  and  the  Aus- 
tralian company  in  respect  of  the  trade  mark,  and  that  this 
portion  of  the  counterclaim  should  be  excluded,  with  the 
right,  of  course,  to  the  Canadian  company  to  make  it  the  sub- 
ject of  a  separate  action,  if  so  advised. 

The  remainder  of  the  counterclaim  was  not  objected  to, 
and  should  stand,  and  the  defendants  the  Dunlop  Tire  Com- 
pany, Limited  (called  herein  "the  Canadian  company"), 
should  pay  the  costs  of  the  application  and  appeal. 


October  27th,  1902. 

divisional  court. 

ABBOTT  V.  ATLANTIC  EEFINING  CO. 

Principal  and  Agent— Undisclosed  Principal— Action  hy  Agent— 
Breach  of  Contract — Construction  of  Roof— Guarantee— Repre- 
sentation as  to  Oicnership— Addition  of  Principal  as  Party— 
Recovery— Damages, 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  County  Court 
of  Simcoe  in  favour  of  plaintiffs  in  an  action  originally 
brought  by  Georga  A.  Abbott  alone  upon  a  guarantee  by  de- 
fendants that  a  roof  completed  by  them  upon  a  new  building 
belonging  to  Mary  S.  Abbott,  wife  of  George  A.  Abbott, 
would  remain  waterproof  for  five  years,  and  an  agreement 
that  in  case  of  its  leakage  within  that -time  they  would  re- 
pair it  at  their  own  expense.  Mary  S.  Abbott  was  after- 
wards added  as  plaintiff.  She  was  erecting  the  building  in 
question  upon  her  own  land  for  herself;  her  husband  was 
acting  as  her  agent  in  making  the  contracts  for  its  erection, 
and  superintendim?  the  work  done  on  her  behalf,  but  had 
no  personal  interest  in  it.  The  defendants  became  aware  that 
a  roof  was  to  be  put  on,  and  wrote  the  husband  that  in  order 
to  introduce  their  roofing  material  into  "  your  town "  they 
would  put  on  "yeur  roof  for  a  fixed  price.  To  this  he 
replied  in  his  own  name  accepting  their  offer  to  put  on  "  my 
roof  ;"  and  thereupon  they  gave  the  guarantee  now  sued 
on,  in  which  they  referred  to  the  roof  as  "your  roof,"  and 
also  again  used  the  expression  "  your  town." 

W.  M.  Boultbee,  for  defendants,  contended  that  to  permit 
evidence  shewing  that  the  husband  was  acting  merely  as 
agent  for  the  wife  would  be  to  allow  him  to  contradict  the 
writings  in  which  he  described  the  roof  as  his. 

J.  C.  Brokovski,  Coldwater,  for  plaintiffs. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Falconbridge,  C.J., 
Street,  J.,  Britton,  J.)  was  delivered  by  . 

Street,  J. — In  my  opinion  the  expressions  did  not  neces- 
sarily imply  the  representation  on  the  husband's  part  that  he 
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was  owner  of  the  roof  or  of  the  building;  they  seemed  to  be 
used  merely  as  conveniently  descriptive  of  the  subject  matter 
under  discussion.  It  was  competent  for  the  wife  to  shew 
that  her  husband  had  entered  into  the  contract  as  her  agent, 
and  to  recover  damages  from  defendants  for  the  breach  of 
it.  Lucas  V.  De  la  Cour,  1  M.  &  S.  249,  and  Humble  v. 
Hunter,  12  Q.  B.  310,  distinguished. 

The    breach    was    well    established;    the    roof    leaked 
badly,    and    in    the    end    became    practically    almost    use- 
less   in    spite    of    defendants'    efforts    to    repair  it.     The 
damages    sliould    not    be    confined    to    the    cost    of    re- 
pairs of  the  roof.     It  was  within  the  contemplation  of  the 
parties  that  if  the  roof  leaked  the   building   and  its  walls 
and  contents  would  suffer.     No  one  but  a  party  or  privy  to 
the  contract  could  recover  for  its  breach;   the  husband  was 
neither  party  nor  privy;   it  was  not  in  contemplation  of  the 
parties  that  he  should  have  goods  there,  and  the  action  as 
against  him  should  be  dismissed.     The  wife  is  entitled  to 
recover  for  the  loss  of  the  roof  because  she  will  have  to  re- 
place it,  and  for  the  damages  to  the  walls,  carpets,  etc.  Tliese 
damages  will  easily  mount  up  to  $200,  at  which  they  were 
assessed.     Judgment  for  plaintiff  Mary  S.  Abbott  for  $200, 
with  costs  from  the  time  she  was  made  a  party.     Action  as 
regards  plaintiff  George  A.  Abbott  dismissed  with  costs  of 
defendants  as  against  him  down  to  but  not  inclusive  of  notice 
of  trial.     No  costs  of  appeal  to  either  party. 

WiNXHESTER,  MASTER.  OCTOBER  28tH,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

Re  excelsior  LIFE  IXS.  CO.  AND  DE  GEER. 

Insiirafice^Life— Policy  in  Favour  of  Mother— Advance  by  Mother  on 
Faith  of—Slubseqnent  Marriage  of  Insured— Apportionment  in 
Favour  of  Wife— Claim  by  Mother  as  Beneficiary  for  Value. 

^Motion  by  the  company  for  leave  to  pay  into  Court 
$174.25.  being  the  balance  due  by  them  under  policy  No. 
5032  on  the  life  of  James  De  Geer,  which  was  claimed  by  the 
mother  and  also  by  the  widow  of  the  insured.  The  claimants 
did  not  object  to  payment  in,  and  consented  to  their  rights 
being  dispos(»d  of  in  Chambers. 

The  policy  was  issued  on  the  20th  September,  1898.  The 
insured  was  then  unmarried.  The  sole  beneficiary  was  his 
mother,  and  she  was  not  at  that  time  a  beneficiary  for  value. 
On  the  24th  September,  1900,  the  mother  advanced  the  in- 
sured $100,  on  the  faith  of  a  letter  in  which  he  assured  her 
that  she  would  be  safe  in  making  the  advance,  by  reason  of 
the  policy  being  in  her  favour.     The  insured  was  married  in  ' 
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March,  1901,  and  on  the  2lBt  September,  1901,  he  signed  a 
direction  and  apportionment  of  the  full  amount  of  the  in- 
surance money  in  favour  of  his  wife,  which  direction  was 
given  to  the  company  immediately  thereafter.  He  died  on 
the  16th  June,  1902.  The  amount  paydble  by  the  company 
under  the  policy  was  $974.26.  They  paid  the  widow  $800. 
She  claimed  the  balance  also  under  the  direction  made  by 
the  insured,  and  the  mother  also  claimed  it  by  virtue  of  the 
promises  made  by  the  insured. 

R.  McKay,  for  the  company  and  the  widow,  relied  on  sees. 
151,  159,  and  160  of  the  Insurance  Act,  and  Potts  v.  Potts, 

31  0.  E.  452. 

C.  E.  Hewson,  K.C.,  for  the  mother,  relied  on  Book  v. 
Book,  1  0.  L.  E.  86. 

The  Master. — Since  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal 
in  Book  v.  Book,  1  0.  L.  E.  86,  the  sections  referred  to  have 
been  amended  by  1  Edw.  VII.  ch.  21,  sec.  2,  providing  that 
"*'  a  beneficiary  shall  only  be  deemed  a  beneficiary  for  value 
when  he  is  •expressly  said  to  be  so  in  the  policy.*'  In  my 
opinion,  the  widow  of  the  insured  is  entitled  to  the  amount 
in  dispute,  the  amendment  governing  the  case  and  placing 
the  law  as  it  was  declared  by  Meredith,  J.,  in  Book  v.  Book, 

32  0.  E.  206,  whose  decision  was  reversed  by  the  Court  of 
Appeal,  1  0.  L.  B.  86. 


Winchester,  Master.  October  29th,  1902. 

chambers. 

MACLEAN  V.  WOOD. 

Particulars— statement  of  Claim— Action  to  Bet  aside  Resolution  of 
Shareholders  of  Company— Allegation  of  Non-compliance  tcith 
Companies  Acts— Submission  to  Court. 

Motion  by  defendant  Wood  for  particular^  under  para- 
graphs 10  and  11  of  the  statement  of  claim.  Action  to  set 
aside  a  resolution  passed  by  the  shareholders  of  the  defendant 
company,  the  World  Newspaper  Company  of  Toronto,  as 
being  illegal,  fraudulent,  and  void,  and  for  an  injunction. 
The  plaintiffs  in  their  statement  of  claim  set  out  the  resolu- 
tion complained  of  and  the  calling  of  the  meeting  of  the 
shareholders,  etc.,  and  in  the  10th  paragraph  alleged  "that 
in  calline  said  meeting  of  shareholders  and  in  the  conduct 
•of  said  meeting  and  the  passing  of  said  resolution,  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Ontario  Companies  Act  and  amending  Acts 
were  not  complied  with."     Paragraph  11  was  as  follows: 
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"  The  plaintiffs  submit  that  the  said  resolution  and  the  pass- 
ing thereof  as  aforesaid  was  illegal,  fraudulent,  and  void.^' 

G.  M.  Kelley,  for  defendant  Wood. 

J.  A.  Macintosh,  for  plaintiffs. 

The  Master. — Particulars  under  paragraph  10,  shew- 
ing in  what  respects  the  provisions  of  the  Acts  were  not  coni- 
plied  with,  should  be  given :  Pullen  v.  Snelus,  40  L.  T.  N.  S. 
363.  Paragraph  11  is  not  an  allegation,  but  merely  a  sub- 
mission, and  no  particulars  are  necessary. 

Order  made  for  particulars  of  paragraph  10.  Costs  in 
the  cause. 


October  29th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

CONLEY  V.  ASHLEY. 

Promissory  Note — Action  on — Defence  of  no  Consideration — Eridenee 
of  Contemporaneous  Oral  Agreement  —  Contradictory  Written 
Documents— New  Trial— Objection  to  Evidence  not  Taken  at  Trial 
— Discretion  of  Court, 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  order  of  Judge  presiding  in 
1st  Division  Court  in  county  of  Hastings  refusing  a  new 
trial  after  a  verdict  for  defendant  on  a  trial  with  a  jury  in 
that  Division  Court.  Action  to  recover  $100,  being  the  bal- 
ance unpaid  upon  a  note  for  $600  made  by  defendant,  dated 
15th  December,  1897,  payable  six  months  after  date  to  Cyn- 
thia A.  Loucks  or  order,  and  by  her  indorsed  after  its  ma- 
turity, for  a  valuable  consideration,  to  plaintiff.  The  defence 
was  that  defendant  received  no  consideration  for  the  making 
of  the  note,  and  that,  at  the  time  he  signed  it,  it  was  agreed 
between  him  and  Albert  Loucks,  the  husband  of  the  payee, 
that  he  was  not  to  be  personally  liable  upon  it,  but  was  to  pay 
it  out  of  certain  moneys  coming  to  his  hands  for  one  Harford 
Ashley.  The  Judge  left  the  matter  to  the  jury  as  one  en- 
tirely at  large  upon  the  question  of  consideration,  and  open 
to  them,  without  special  regard  to  the  writings,  and  to  be 
determined  upon  the  whole  evidence. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

E.  6.  Porter,  for  defendant. 

The  judgment  of"  the  Court  (Falconbridge,  C.J.^ 
Street,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Street,  J. — The  case  went  to  the  jury  upon  improper 
evidence  and  with  a  charge  in  which  the  true  questions  for 
their  determination  were  not  presented.  The.  evidence  of  the 
defendant,  which  was  admitted  to  prove  that,  although  he 
signed  the  note  in  question  and  delivered  it  to  Albert  Loucks, 
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a  contemporaneous  parol  agreement  existed  under  which  he- 
was  not  to  be  personally  liable  upon  it,  but  was  to  pay  it 
only  so  far  as  moneys  of  'Harford  Ashley  came  to  his  hands 
for  the  purpose,  should  have  been  rejected:  New  London 
Credit  Syndicate  v.  Heale,  [1898]  2  Q.  B.  487;  Young  v. 
Austin,  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  553 ;  Abrey  v.  Crux,  L.  R.  5,  C.  P.  37 : 
and  the  jury  should  have  been  told  that  the  debt  due  by  Har- 
ford Ashley  to  Albert  Loucks,  and  the  forbearance  of  Albert 
lioucks  in  consideration  of  the  giving  of  the  notes,  were  a 
suificient  consideration  for  the  making  of  them  by  defendant, 
and  the  binding  character  of  the  sealed  agreements  executed 
by  defendant  and  Harford  Ashley  should  have  been  pointed 
out  to  them.  Under  ordinary  circumstances,  where  objec- 
tion has  not  been  clearly  taken  at  the  time  to  the  admissibility 
of  evidence,  and  to  the  charge  to  a  jury,  it  is  a  sound  rule 
to  refuse  to  allow  a  new  trial  upon  these  grounds.  But  where, 
as  here,  it  plainly  appears  that  there  has  been  an  entire  mis- 
conception on  all  hands  of  the  real  points  in  issue,  and  a  mis- 
trial has  been  the  result,  the  Court  should  exercise  its  dis- 
cretion and  direct  a  new  trial,  because,  apart  from  the  evi- 
dence of  defendant,  which  is  in  direct  contradiction  of  his 
own  solemn  agreements,  there  is  nothing  whatever  to  support 
the  verdict  in  his  favour. 

Appeal  allowed,  and  new  trial  directed.     Costs  of  first 
trial  and  appeal  to  be  costs  in  the  cause. 


Britton,  J.  October  30th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

ELLIOTT  V.  HAMILTON. 

Execuiioii—Sale  of  Land  under— Assignment  for  Benefit  of  Creditors 

—Priorities— Costs. 

Action  to  recover  possession  of  the  east  half  of  lot  8  in 
the  7th  concession  of  the  township  of  Tay.  On  5th  Janu- 
ary, 1878,  plaintiff  recovered  judgment  against  defendant, 
who  was  the  owner  of  the  land  in  question,  for  $1,567.80' 
debt  and  $22.75  taxed  costs.  On  19th  December,  1896,  a 
writ  of  fi.  fa.  was  issued  against  the  goods  and  lands  of  de- 
fendant, and  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  pf  Simcoe. 
The  sheriff  subsequently  made  a  return  of  "  nulla  bona  '^  ta 
that  part  of  the  writ  requiring  him  to  make  the  money  out 
of  defendant's  goods,  and  he  seized  and  duly  advertised  for  sale- 
the  interest  of  defendant  in  the  land  in  question.  The  sale 
took  place  on  the  27th  February,  1899.  On  the  24th  Febru- 
ary, 1899,  defendant  made  an  assignment  for  creditors  under 
E.  S.  0.  ch.  147,  to  one  Clarke.  On  the  day  of  sale,  and  before 
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the  actual  sale,  the  sheriflE  received  a  letter  from  the  defend- 
ant's solicitor,  who  then  was  acting  for  the  assignee,  notify- 
ing him  (the  'sheriff)  of  this  '  assignment,  and  asking 
'him  to  send  memorandum  of  costs  to  assignee.  There 
•was  no  tender  of  amount  of  costs,  no  deposit  of  moneys,  and 
no  undertaking  on  the  part  of  the  solicitor  that  the  costs 
would  be  paid.  The  plaintiff's  solicitor  was  present,  and  the 
sheriff  informed  him  of  the  contents  of  this  letter.  As  costs 
had  been  incurred,  the  sheriff  was  advised  that  he  had  the 
right  to  go  on  and  sell,  and  he  sold  pursuant  to  notice.  The 
plaintiff  became  the  purchaser,  and  a  deed  to  him  was  exe- 
cuted by  the  sheriff  in  due  course.  The  assignee,  notwith- 
standing the  sheriff's  sale,  assumed  the  right  to  sell,  and  did 
sell  and  execute  a  conveyance  to  one  William  Hamilton  (a 
son  of  defendant)  of  the  same  land. 

D.  B.  Simpson,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

R.  D.  Gunn,  K.C.,  for  defendant,  contended  that  under 
sec.  9  of  R.  S.  0.  ch.  147,  the  sheriff  had  no  right  to  sell  after 
notice  of  assignment,  and  that  plaintiff  took  nothing  by  his 
deed.  It  was  admitted  that  defendant  was  still  in  possession, 
but  only  as  the  agent  of  William  Hamilton,  and  that  he 
claimed  as  such. 

Britton,  J.,  held,  following  Gillard  v.  Milligan,  28  0. 
R.  645,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover.  Judgment 
for  plaintiff  with  costs. 


MacMahon,  J.  October  30th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

BAIN  V.  COPP. 

Itisurance—Life— Policy  on  Life  of  One  Person  for  Benefit  of  Another 
—Asaignnxent— Death  of  Assured— Claim  by  Administrator. 

Interpleader  issue  tried  at  Toronto. 

By  a  covenant  in  a  mortgage  made  by  defendants  to  the 
Star  Life  Insurance  Company,  the  mortgagors  were  required 
to  assure  and  keep  assured  with  that  company  during  the 
continuance  of  the  mortgage  one  or  more  lives  to  the  extent 
of  £2,500  sterling,  and  to  pay  to  the  insurance  company  the 
premiums  on  such  insurances.  Defendants  endeavoured  to 
insure  the  life  of  Alfred  E.  Copp,  son  of  defendant  William 
J.  Copp,  but  he  failed  to  pass  the  medical  examination.  The 
plaintiff's  son,  a  medical  student,  on  20th  January,  1886, 
signed  an  application  for  insurance  on  his  life  for  £2,500. 
This  application  was  accepted  by  the  insurance  company, 
and  a  policy  issued  thereon,  dated  13th  April,  1886.  The 
plaintiff's  son  reached  his  majority  on  27th  February,  1886. 
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He  assiened  the  policy  to  defendants  after  the  date  of  it. 
The  defendants  paid  the  premiums  on  the  policy  up  to  the 
time  of  the  assured's  death  on  12th  April,  1902.  Plaintiff 
claimed  as  administrator  of  the  estate  of  the  assured.  The 
amount  due  on  the  policy  was  paid  into  Court  by  the  insur- 
ance company,  and  this  issue  was  directed. 

S.  W.  McKeown  and  J.  W.  McCuUough,  for  plaintiff. 

D.  E.  Thomson,  K.C.,  and  J.  A.  Culham,  Hamilton,  for 
defendants. 

MacMahon,  J. — The  question,  which  arose  in  North 
American  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Brophy,  2  0.  L.  E.  559,  32  S.  C. 
B.  261,  under  14  Geo.  III.  ch.  48,  sec.  1,  does  not  arise  here, 
the  insurance  company  having  treated  the  policy  as  a  valid 
contract  by  paying  the  money  into  Court;  and  the  defend- 
ants are,  by  virtue  of  the  assignment  to  them,  the  owners  of 
the  policy,  they  having  paid  and  satisfied  the  mortgage  to  the 
insurance  company.  Worthington  v.  Curtis,  1  Ch.  D.  419, 
Vezina  v.  New  York  Life  Ins.  Co.,  6  S.  C.  R.  30,  and  Hallen- 
dal  V.  Hillman,  28  0.  R.  342  n.,  followed. 

Judgment  for  defendants  upon  the  issue  with  costs. 


October  30th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

MACLELLAN  v.  HOOEY. 

Assessment  and  Taxes— Tax  Sale— Objections  to  Validity— Uncer- 
tainty as  to  Lands  Assessed— Irregularities— Statute  Curing- 
Defects  in  Advertisement  of  Sale— New  Trial— Absence  of  Ma- 
terial Witness— Taking  Chances. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  Meredith,  J., 
dismissing  an  action  to  recover  possession  from  defendant  of 
lots  5,  6,  7,  and  8  on  the  east  side  of  Maclellan  avenue  in  the 
town  of  Trenton,  and  to  set  aside  a  tax  sale  under  which 
defendant  claimed.  The  defendant  in  the  "alternative  claimed 
a  lien  for  taxes  paid  and  for  improvements.  The  plaintiff 
proved  a  paper  title  in  himself,  and  upon  defendant  putting 
in  his  proofs  of  a  tax  title,  the  plaintiff  relied  upon  certain 
objections  to  its  validity^  which  were  overruled  by  the  trial 
Judge. 

H.  L.  Drayton,  for  plaintiff. 

H.  S.  Osier,  K.C.,  and  W.  C.  Mikel,  Belleville,  for  de- 
fendant. 

T\e  judgment  of  the  Court  (Street,  J.,  Britton,  J.) 
was  delivered  bv 

Street,  J. — .  .  .  It  was  argued  that  the  sale  of  the 
lots  in  question  for  arrears  of  taxes  was  invalid  as  to  lots  7 
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and  8,  because  it  was  uncertain  whether  these  two  lots,  which 
are  on  the  east  side  of  Maclellan  avenue  in  Irvine's  survey, 
or  lots  7  and  8  on  the  east  side  of  Maclellan  avenue  in  the 
Jubilee  survey,  are  the  lots  assessed  and  mentioned  in  the 
warrant  and  advertisement  and  in  the  certificates  of  sale. 

In  the  assessment  roll  for  1892,  however,  being  one  of  the 
years  for  which  the  taxes  are  charged  on  these  lots,  and  for 
the  arrears  in  which  they  were  sold,  lots  7  and  8  in  the 
Jubilee  survey  are  assessed  as  part  of  an  undivided  block  of 
land  described  by  metes  and  bounds  in  the  roll,  while  lots  7 
and  8  .  .  .  in  the  Irvine  survey  are  described  as  lying 
on  the  far  side  of  an  intervening  cross  street  called  King 
street  from  the  lots  in  the  Jubilee  survey.  There  is,  there- 
fore ...  a  sufficient  distinction  upon  the  face  of  the 
assessment  roll,  shewing  plainly  which  assessment  was  in- 
tended to  apply  to  the  several  parcels.  These  taxes  undoubt- 
edly remained  unpaid  for  more  than  three  years  before  the 
year  in  which  the  treasurer's  list  was  made  out  under  which 
they  were  sold,  and  there  is,  therefore,  a  suflBcient  foundation 
for  the  further  proceedings. 

********** 

On  the  17th  January,  1898,  a  special  Act  was  passed, 
ch.  56  of  61  Vict.  (0.),  reciting  that  many  irregularities  had 
occurred  in  the  proceedings  necessary  for  the  levying  of  taxes 
in  the  town  of  Trenton,  and  the  sales  of  lands  for  the  same. 
Section  1  of  the  Act  declares  the  assessments  for  the  year 
1892,  inter  alia,  valid.  Section  3  provides  that  "all  sales 
of  land  for  taxes  under  the  said  assessments,  when  any  portion 
of  the  taxes  in  respect  of  which  the  sales  were  had  were  in 
arrear  for  the  time  required  by  the  Assessment  Act,  and 
when  the  lands  so  sold  have  not  been  redeemed,  as  in  the  said 
Act  provided,  are  hereby  confirmed  and  declared  valid  and 
binding  to  all  intents  and  purposes  upon  all  persons  con- 
cerned and  as  to  the  lands  so  sold.'^ 

The  section,  however,  gives  a  year  from  the  passing  of 
the  Act  to  the  owners  of  all  lands  so  sold  for  redeeming  them 
by  payment  to  the  treasurer  of  the  arrears  of  taxes.  The 
plaintiff  was  aware  in  July,  1899,  that  the  defendant  had 
purchased  the  lands  and  had  gone  into  possession  of  them, 
and  was  making  large  improvements.  The  present  action 
was  not  brought  until  May,  1901. 

Under  the  circumstances,  I  think  the  proper  conclusion 
is  that  the  defects  in  the  advertisement  of  sale,  as  well  as 
any  which  preceded  it,  have  been  cured  by  the  special  Act 
which  I  have  quoted.  It  is  plain  that  the  taxes  for  1892,  at 
all  events,  were  in  arrear  at  the  time  of  the  sale  in  1896 ;  that 
the  only  lots  numbers  7  and  8  on  the  east  side  of  Maclellan 
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avenue  that  were  sold  were  those  now  in  question  in  the  Irvine 
survey,  for  the  two  lots  7  and  8  in  the  Jubilee  survey  had 
been  redeemed  before  the  sale.  The  sale  of  the  lots  in  ques- 
tion falls,  therefore,  strictly  within  the  terms  of  sec.  3  of  the 
Act.  In  addition  to  this,  it  is  plain  that  the  owner  was  not 
in  any  way  prejudiced  by  any  ambiguity  in  the  advertise- 
ment of  sale,  for  both  sets  of  lots  were  advertised  for  sale, 
and  the  owner  must  be  taken  to  have  known  that  her  taxes 
were  in  arrear,  and  that  her  lots  would  be  sold.  The  plain- 
tiff, too,  who  purchased  from  the  owner  after  the  sale  for 
taxes,  has  not  been  prejudiced,  for  he  was  aware  of  it,  and 
treated  with  the  town  municipality  for  the  purchase  of  their 
tax  title,  and  was  offered  it  at  the  price  of  the  taxes  and  ex- 
penses. 

The  plaintiff  also  asks  for  a  new  trial  upon  the  groimd 
that  the  mayor  of  Trenton  was  a  material  witness,  and  that 
plaintiff  was  prejudiced  by  his  inability  to  procure  his  attend- 
ance at  the  trial.  He  w^as  aware  of  this,  however,  when  he 
brought  the  case  on  for  trial  .  .  .  and  it  is  too  late  now 
to  complain.  .  .  .  His  proper  course  was  to  have  asked 
for  a  postponement  of  the  trial. 

The  action  was,  therefore,  properly  dismissed,  and  the 
appeal  should  also  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

See  Lount  v.  Walkington,  15  Gr.  332 ;  Hess  v.  Harrington, 
73  Pa.  St.  438 ;  Black  on  Tax  Titles,  2nd  ed.,  sec.  407,  notes 
131,  132. 

m 

WiNXHESTER,   MASTER.  OCTOBER   31ST,   1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

.       MORRISON  V.  MITCHELL. 

Particulars— Statement   of   Claim— Trade   Mark— Infringement. 

Motion  by  defendants  for  particulars  of  certain  para- 
graphs of  the  statement  of  claim  in  an  action  to  restrain  de- 
fendants from  infringing  plaintiffs'  trade  mark.  Issue  was 
joined  and  the  action  entered  for  trial. 

C.  A.  Masten,  for  defendants. 

Grayson  Smith,  for  plaintiffs. 

The  Master  : — In  the  6th  paragraph  the  plaintiffs,  al- 
leged that  their  goods  had  for  more  than  ten  years  been 
.known  and  described  by  the  trade  mark  and  design  in  ques- 
tion, which  had  acquired  a  particular  reputation  and  value, 
and,  by  reason  of  such  use  and  application  by  the  plaintiffs, 
such  trade  mark  and  design  had  become  the  sole  and  absolute 
property  of  plaintiffs.    The  plaintiffs  should  not  be  ordered 
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to  give  particulars  of  whether  it  was  intended  by  paragraph 
6  to  set  up  a  common  law  trade  mark.  The  paragraph  itself 
contains  as  full  particulars  as  plaintiffs  are  required  to  give. 
Gillatt  V.  Lumsden,  4  0.  L.  R.  300,  distinguished.  Redda- 
way  V.  Banham,  [1896]  A.  C.  199,  210,  referred  to. 

Under  paragraph  8  the  defendants  asked  particulars  of 
the  acts  alleged  to  be  done  by  defendants  whereby  they  de- 
liberately set  about  to  attempt  to  appropriate  plaintiffs'  pro- 
perty. Xo  particulars  are  necessary  under  this  paragraph. 
It  is  immaterial  to  defendants  what  acts  plaintiffs  allege  de- 
fendants have  done  in  deliberately  setting  about  to  attempt, 
etc.  What  is  neccssarv  is  to  know  what  acts  defendants  are 
charged  with  doing  in  appropriating  plaintiffs'  property. 

Paragraph  9  alleged  that  defendants  at  first  appropri- 
ated and  applied  and  used  a«  single  triangle  to  the  valves 
manufactured  and  being  sold  by  them.  Defendants  are  en- 
titled to  particulars  of  the  names  and  addresses  of  the  per- 
sons to  whom  it  is  alleged  the  defendants  sold  valves  marked 
with  a  single  triangle. 

By  paragraph  10  the  plaintiffs  submitted  that  defendants 
had  deliberately  and  wrongfully  set  about  and  attempted  to 
appropriate  the  property  of  plaintiffs,  and,  if  possible,  to  in- 
vade the  rights  of  plaintiffs.  As  this  submission  follows  the 
statements  in  paragraph  9  as  to  the  acts  of  the  defendants  in 
using  a  triangle  and  triangles,  no  particulars  are  necessary. 

By  paragraph  12  it  was  alleged  that  defendants  had  been 
and  were  wrongfully  and  wilfully  infringing  upon  the  trade 
mark  and  design  of  plaintiffs  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of 
goods  similar  to  those  of  plaintiffs.  Defendants  are  entitled 
to  know  in  what  respect  .they  are  charged  in  this  paragraph, 
and  full  particulars  should  be  given. 

Paragraph  13  alleged  that  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of 
the  valves  similar  to  the  valves  manufactured  by  plaintiffs, 
the  defendants  had  appropriated  and  used  and  applied  a 
trade  mark  and  design  of  plaintiffs,  and  had  done  so  with  the 
wrongful  purpose  and  intention  of  imitating  and  cop3ring 
the  trade  mark  and  design  of  plaintiffs,  and  in  that  way  of 
obtaining  the  benefit  of  plaintiffs^  property  and  of  the  repu- 
tation of  plaintiffs'  goods.  Paragraph  14  alleged  that  de- 
fendants were  using  and  applying  in  the  manufacture  and 
sale  of  their  goods  a  fraudulent  imitation  of  the  trade  mark 
and  design  of  plaintiffs.  As  it  does  not  appear  that  the  trade 
mark  and  design  used  by  defendants  is  that  referred  to  in  the 
9th  paragraph,  full  particulars  of  the  trade  mark  and  design 
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complained  of  should  be  given,  and  also  the  other  necessary, 
particulars  in  connection  therewith. 

Paragraph  15  alleged  that  the  defendants  had,  by  their 
wrongful  acts  hereinbefore  referred  to,  trespassed  upon  the 
goods  and  rights  and  property  of  plaintiffs  and  were  answer- 
able to  plaintiffs  for  such  wrongful  acts.  The  facts  which 
make  up  the  trespasses  should  be  given  as  particulars. 

The  defendants  also  asked  for  particulars  of  the  names 
of  the  persons  alleged  to  have  been  deceived  into  purchasing 
steam  valves  manufactured  by  defendants,  believing  that  they 
were  the  goods  manufactured  by  plaintiffs.  No  order  should 
be  made  as  to  this,  because  the  statement  of  claim  does  not 
contain  the  allegation. 

Order  accordingly.     Costs  in  the  cause. 

November  1st,  1902. 
C.  A. 

GABY  V.  CITY  OF  TORONTO. 

Coats—Third  Party— Indemnity— Extent  of  Liability— Court  of  Appeal 
—Time  for  Disposing  of  Costs — Several  Appeals, 

Motion   by   defendants  to   settle  minutes   of   judgment. 
Plaintiff  had  judgment  at  the  trial  against  the  defendants 
with  costs,  and  at  the  same  time  defendants  had  judgment 
over  against  the  third  party  Crang,  by  which  he  was  ordered' 
to  indemnify  them  against  the  plaintiff's  judgment  and  the 
costs,  which  up  to  that  time  and  by  that  judgment  had  been 
ordered  to  be  paid  by  them,  and  their  own  costs  of  defence. 
The  defendants  and  Crang  both   appealed   from  that  judg- 
ment, and  Crang  also  appealed  -from  the  defendants'  judg- 
ment against  him.     The  appeals   were,    pursuant   to  order,, 
argued  together  as  one  appeal,  and  on  the  28th  June,  1902, 
the  Court  dismissed  the  appeals  against  the  plaintiff's  judg- 
ment with  costs  to  be  paid  to  him  by  defendants,  reserving 
the  disposition  of  the  third  party's  appeal  from  the  defend- 
ants' judgment  against  him:  ante  440.     The  plaintiff  took 
out  his  certificate  in  that  way,   and   at   that  time  no  order 
could  have  been  made  against  the  third  party  in  respect  of 
costs  in  favour  of  defendants,  the  question  of  his  liability 
over  being  still  undetermined.  His  appeal  against  defendants- 
was  dismissed  with  costs  on  the  19th  September,  1902 :  ante 
606. 

A.  F.  Lobb,  for  defendants,  contended    that    the    order 
should  contain  a  direction  that  the  third  party  should  also- 
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pay  the  costs  which  defendants  have  paid  or  may  have  to  pay 
under  the  judgment  of  28th  June  to  plaintiff — the  costs  of 
their  own  appeal  and  the  costs  of  the  third  party's  appeal 
against  them — as  they  would  not  otherwise  receive  the  full  in- 
demnity to  which  they  were  by  his  contract  entitled  from  the 
third  party. 

J.  Bicknell,  K.C.,  for  the  third  party. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
G ARROW,  JJ.A.)  was  delivered  by 

Osler,  J.A.  : — The  appeal  being  a  step  in  the  cause,  pre- 
senting it  to  the  Court  for  review  just  as  it  came  before  the 
Court  below  for  trial,  this  Court  has  the  same  jurisdiction 
over  all  the  costs  of  the  proceedings  therein  as  the  trial  Judge 
had  over  those  which  had  been  incurred  when  the  case  was 
before  him.  The  Court  is  disposing  of  all  appeals,  for  con- 
venience sake,  as  well  as  to  prevent  delay  in  the  recovery  of 
the  judgment  to  which  plaintiff  was  entitled,  by  two  orders 
instead  of  one,  and  the  time  to  deal  with  the  question  of  what 
costs  defendants  should  receive  from  Crang  is  when  that  part 
of  the  appeals  which  concerns  his  liability  to  them  falls  to  be 
decided.  The  jurisdiction  to  do  this  was  not  at  an  end  when 
the  order  of  the  28th  June  was  made,  and  the  proper  time 
to  deal  with  these  costs  is  when  the  Court  is  dismissing  the 
third  party^s  appeal,  and  thus  making  a  final  disposition  of 
the  litigation  as  it  came  before  the  Court.  As  to  the  costs  of 
the  third  party's  own  appeal  against  plaintiff,  they  should 
have  been  ordered  to  be  paid  by  the  third  party  to  plaintiff 
directly,  instead  of  by  defendants  in  the  first  instance.  The 
defendants  are  entitled  to  be  recouped  by  the  third  party  tlie 
costs  which  may  have  been  paid  by  them  under  that  part  of 
the  order.  As  to  the  other  costs  defendants  ask  for,  they  are 
entitled  to  them,  as  their  proceedings  were  not  taken  unneces- 
sarily or  w^antonly,  but  reasonably  and  in  their  own  interest 
and  for  their  own  protection.  They  are,  therefore,  within  the 
scope  of  the  third  part/s  contract  of  indemnity,  and  the 
order  should  go  in  the  form  proposed  by  defendants.  K"o 
costs  of  this  motion.  The  taxing  ofBcer  should  see  that  the 
order  does  not  bear  with  undue  severity  upon  the  third  party, 
seeing  that  all  the  appeals  were  argued  together,  that  he  had 
the  labouring  oar  in  them  all,  and  that  the  contention  of 
defendants  as  to  his  liability  turned  chiefly,  if  not  altogether, 
upon  the  construction  of  the  contract  between  them. 
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TOBONTO  GENERAL  TRUSTS  CORPORATION  v. 

CENTRAL  ONTARIO  R.  W.  CO. 

Judgment— Oonsent—Sale  of  Railway— Petition  to  Open  up— Conflict- 
ing Claims  to  Represent  Railway  Company— Issue  Directed. 

Petition  by  defendants  to  vacate  a  consent  judgment  pro- 
nounced in  this  action  on  the  27th  May,  1902,  for  immediate 
sale  of  the  company's  railway,  on  the  ground  that  the  judg- 
ment was  fraudulent  and  collusive,  and  the  alleged  consent 
upon  which  it  was  entered  was  fraudulent  and  collusive,  and 
was  not  the  real  consent  of  defendants. 

W.  Barwick,  K.C.,  and  J.  H.  Moss,  in  support  of  the  peti- 
tion, claiming  to  represent  the  defendants. 

W.  R.  Riddell,  K.C.,  and  R.  McKay,  opposing  petition, 
also  claiming  to  represent  defendants. 

D.  L.  McCarthy,  for  plaintiffs. 

Falconbridge,  C.J.— TThe  order  of  Meredith,  C.J.,  of 
17th  October,  1902,  if  it  does  not  in  terms  authorize  the  pre- 
sentation of  this  petition,  quite  clearly  leaves  the  door  wide 
open  for  its  admission.  It  was  conceded  that  a  Judge  in 
Court  could  not  dispose,  upon  affidavits,  of  the  weighty  and 
complicated  questions  arising  upon  the  petition,  and  the  only 
course  is  to  direct  an  issue  wherein  all  matters  in  question 
may  be  determined,  including  the  status  of  the  different  sets 
of  claimants  for  the  right  to  control  the  affairs  of  the  de- 
fendant company  generally,  and  in  particular  these  proceed- 
ings. An  order  will  go  directing  the  trial  of  an  issue  at  the 
next  non-jury  sittings  for  the  county  of  York.  The  plain- 
tiffs, being  trusttvs,  must  be  protected  as  to  costs  and  in  every 
other  way.     Usual  direction  as  to  costs. 

O.W.R. — NO.   38 


714 

November  Srd,  1902 
divisional  court. 
AT^MSTRONG  v.  MICHIGAN  CENTRAL  R.  W.  CO 

RuUwfV— Carriage  of   Ooods—MisdeU eery— yew   Contract— Breack— 

Negligence. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  County  Court 
of  Lambton  in  favour  of  plaintiflF  in  an  action  to  recover 
damages  for  loss  of  goods  shipped  by  plaintiff.  The  goods 
were  consijrned  to  the  Canadian  Bank  of  Commerce,  and  were 
delivered  to  Smith  &  Co.  Plaintiff  never  asked  Smith  & 
Co.  to  pay  for  the  goods,  and  had  never  been  paid  for  them. 
The  defendants  in  their  defence  pleaded  that  they  had  de- 
livered the  goods  to  the  order  of  the  Canadian  Bank  of  Com- 
merce, as  required  by  the  shipping  receipt,  and  denied  any 
liability.  At  the  trial  the  shipping  receipt  sijmed  bv  plain- 
tiff was  put  in.  and  defendants  were  permitted  to  relv  upon 
a  clause  indorsed  thereon  as  follows :  "  Claims  for  loss  or 
damage  must  be  made  in  writing  to  the  agent  at  point  of 
delivery  promptlv  after  arrival  of  the  property,  and  if  delayed 
for  more  than  30  days  after  the  delivery  of  the  property  or 
after  due  time  for  the  delivery  thereof,  no  carrier  hereunder 
shall  be  liable  in  any  event. ^' 

I.  F.  Hellmuth,  K.C.,  and  E.  C.  Cattanach,  for  de- 
fendants. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff,  contended  that  the 
clause  quoted  did  not  cover  or  apply  to  such  a  case  as  the 
present,  where  the  original  transit  was  at  an  end,  and  an 
agreement  for  a  new  one  had  been  entered  into,  and  where  the 
loss  had  occurred  by  reason  of  the  negligence  of  defendants. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  ( Fa lcx)N bridge,  C.J., 
Street,  J.)  was  delivered  bv 

Street,  J. — Upon  the  facts  in  evidence  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  recover.  The  defendants*  agent  at  Brigden  received 
instructions  from  plaintiff  to  re-ship  the  goods  from  London 
tc  Campbell  &  Co.,  at  Montreal,  and  agreed  that  this  should 
be  done,  and  so  advised  defendants'  agent  at  London.  After 
r.  few  days'  delay  the  shipping  receipt  was  indorsed  and  de- 
livered by  the  bank  agent  in  Jjondon  to  defendants'  agent 
there;  the  existing  contract  to  deliver  the  goods  to  the  order 
of  the  Canadian  Bank  of  Commerce  in  I^ndon  was  then 
terminated,  and  the  new  contract  bv  defendants  to  carr^'  the 
goods  to  Montreal  and  deliver  them  to  Campbell  &  Co.  arose. 
Instead  of  carrying  out  this  new  contract,  the  defendants, 
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6wmg  to  the  misconception  of  their  agent  at  Brigden,  de- 
livered them  to  A.  W.  Smith  &  Co.  in  Toronto.  The  breach 
committed  by  defendants  was  not,  therefore,  any  breach  of 
the  contract  to  carry  the  goods  to  London  and  deliver  them  to 
the  order  of  the  Canadian  Bank  of  Commerce  there,  but  of 
a  new  contract  to  carry  them  from  London  to  Montreal  and 
deliver  them  to  Campbell  &  Co.  :  McGill  v.  Grand  Trunk  R. 
W.  Co.,  19  A.  E.  245.  Such  a  contract  is  not  alleged  in  the 
statement  of  claim,  but  the  pleadings  can  be  amended  to  suit 
the  facts.  Under  these  circumstances,  the  condition  upon 
which  defendants  rely  cannot  be  treated  as  an  answer  to  plain- 
tifE^B  claim.  Even  if  it  could  be  found  as  a  matter  of  fact 
that  the  new  contract  to  carry  from  Toronto  to  Montreal 
should  be  treated  as  having  been  subject  to  the  terms  of  the 
shipping  receipt  under  which  the  original  contract  was  en- 
tered into,  it  could  not  be  held,  in  the  face  of  Vogel  v.  Grand 
Trunk  E.  W.  Co.,  11  S.  C.  E.  612,  that  defendants,  having 
received  the  goods  at  London  as  carriers  upon  a  new  contract 
to  carry  them  to  Montreal,  can  protect  themselves  against  the 
consequences  of  their  own  negligence  by  such  a  condition  as 
this,  (for  the  case  comes  directly  within  the  express  terms  of 
sec.  24:6  of  the  Eailway  Act,  51  Vict.  ch.  29  (D.),  as  inter- 
preted by  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  Vogel  case. 

Appeal  dismissed  vrith  costs;  but  the  judgment  should 
order  the  transfer  from  plaintiff  to  defendants  of  plaintiff's 
right  to  the  goods  in  question,  and  to  recover  the  value  of 
them  from  A.*W.  Smith  &  Co. 


Falconbridge,  C.J.  November  4th,  1902. 

chambers. 

Ee  PINKNEY. 

Security  for  Costs— Petition  by  Parents  for  Custody  of  Infant— 
Petitioners  out  of  Jurisdictionr-Rcspondents  admitting  Rights  of 
Petitioners. 

Appeal  by  William  Corbett  and  Elizabeth  Corbett  from 
order  of  Master  in  Chambers  (ante  694)  refusing  their  ap- 
plication for  security  for  costs  of  a  petition  by  Thomas  Pink- 
ney  and  Emily  Jane  Pinkney  for  the  custody  of  their  infant 
son  Leland  Pinkney.  The  petitioners  lived  out  of  the  juris- 
diction. The  Master  in  Chambers  was  of  opinion  that,  as 
the  respondents  were  willing  to  give  up  the  boy  to  his  parents, 
there  was  no  necessity  for  the  petitioners  giving  security. 

Shirley  Denison,  for  appellants. 

W.  E.  Middleton,  for  petitioners. 


Tie 

Palconbridge,  C.J. — ^The  aflSrmance  of  the  Master^s 
Older  would  leave  the  door  open  for  the  consideration  of  the 
merits  in  determining  questions  of  security  for  costs,  which 
should  not  be.  The  present  case  may  result  in  the  Corbetts 
being  mulct  in  costs,  and  they  should  have  security  for  costs. 
Sample  v.  McLaughlin,  17  P.  R.  490,  and  Palmer  v.  Lovett, 
It  P.  R.  415,  distinguished. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs  here  and  below  to  the  appellants 
in  any  event  of  the  petition.  Security  to  be  in  the  sum  of 
.^100. 


Winchester,  Master.  November  5th,  1902. 

chambers. 

PARRAMORE  v.  BOSTON  MFG.  CO. 

Discovery— Examination  of  Parties— Production  of  Documents- 
Patent  Action— Forfeiture— Non-performance  of  Condition  on 
which  Patent  Ch-anted— Affidavit 

Motion  by  defendants  for  an  order  that  plaintiflE  do  file  a 
further  and  better  affidavit  on  production  and  attend  for  re- 
examination for  discovery,  and  answer  the  questions  which  he 
refused  to  answer  on  his  examination,  and  for  an  order  that 
the  J.  B.  Kleinert  Rubber  Company  do  make  discovery  of 
documents,  and  that  the  manager  of  that  company  in  Toronto 
do  attend  for  examination  for  discovery. 

Action  to  restrain  defendants  from  infringing  a  patent 
for  a  hose  supporter. 

G.  H.  Kilmer,  for  defendants. 

J.  Bicknell,  K.C.^  for  plaintiff. 

W.  N.  Tilley,  for  the  J.  B.  Kleinert  Rubber  Co. 

The  Master. — The  application  for  further  production 
and  examination  of  plaintiff  was  opposed  on  the  ground  that 
the  defendants  have  no  right  to  examine  into  the  matters  in 
question,  as  they  desire  to  do  so  for  the  purpose  of  declaring 
the  plaintiff^s  patent  forfeited  under  the  statute.  The  de- 
fendants do  not  claim  a  forfeiture,  but  properly  contend  that 
the  rights  of  plaintiff  have  been  extinguished  on  non-per- 
formance of  the  condition  on  which  he  obtained  his  patent. 
Hoffman  v.  Postill,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  673,  Pye  v.  Butterfield, 
r  B.  &  S.  829,  837,  Hambrook  v.  Smith,  17  Sim.  209,  In  re 
Haelden^s  Patent,  51  L.  T.  N.  S.,  referred  to. 

Even  if  the  present  case  were  one  of  forfeiture,  plaintiff 
should  have  taken  that  objection  on  his  examination.  Coun- 
sel acting  for  him  on  that  examination  makes  an  affidavit 
taking  this  objection,  but  that  is  not  sufficient;  the  plaintiff 
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should  make  the  aflBdavit  himself  if  it  were  a  proper  case  In 
v.hich  to  make  one.  The  defendants  are  entitled  to  the  fullest 
discovery  from  plaintiff;  that  has  been  so  far  witliheld  from 
them.  The  plaintiff  must  attend  at  his  own  expense  and 
submit  to  be  examined  upon  the  issues  raised  in  the  pleadings, 
and  also  file  a  further  and  better  affidavit  on  production.  His 
agents  have  statements  which  he  should  produce.  As  to  his 
obtaining  all  information  necessary  to  give  the  fullest  dis- 
covery, see  Bolckow  v.  Foster,  10  Q.  B.  D.  161 ;  Leitch  v.  G. 
T.  B.  Co.,  13  P.  B.  369,  373.  Costs  of  this  part  of  the  ap- 
plication to  defendants  in  any  event. 

Application  against  the  J.  B.  Kleinert  Eubber  Company 
adjourned  until  after  examination  of  plaintiff  concluded. 


MacMahon,  J.  November  6th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

CBOMPTON  AND  KNOWLES  LOOM  WOBKS  v. 

HOFFMAN. 

8 ah  of  Goods— Entire  Contract— Property  not  Passing— Action  for 
Price— Deduction  for  Defects— Damages, 

Action  by  a  company  carrying  on  the  business  of  manu- 
facturing looms  and  attachments  at  Worcester,  Mass.,  against 
J.  D.  Hoffman,  of  Stratford,  and  W.  J.  Shaver,  of  Toronto, 
carrying  on  business  as  the  Maple  Leaf  Elastic  Webbing  Com- 
pany, to  recover  $564.65,  balance  of  the  price  of  a  loom  and 
attachments  sold  and  delivered  to  defendants  as  alleged.  The 
aefendants  set  up  that  the  goods  were  shipped  to  them  in  sec- 
tions, and  that  portions  had  not  yet  been  delivered ;  that  the 
goods  delivered  were  worthless;  and  they  counterclaimed  for 
damages. 

E.  Sydney  Smith,  K.C.,  and  J.  Steele,  for  plaintiffs. 

G.  G.  McPherson,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

MacMahon,  J. — The  offer  of  plaintiffs  to  furnish  a  loom 
und  the  necessary  fittings  for  running  the  same  was  contained 
in  a  letter  which  mentioned  the*  various  articles  and  their 
prices.  The  defendants  accepted  the  offer  by  letter,  with  a 
variation,  not  ordering  some  of  the  articles  mentioned  in 
plaintiffs^  letter.  Plaintiffs  contended  that  the  order  for  the 
loom  was  one  contract,  and  the  other  items  in  the  offer  of 
plaintiffs,  which  was  accepted  by  the  defendants'  order,  formed 
a  separate  contract  or  contracts.  It  is  clear,  however,  that 
the  order  formed  one  entire  contract:  Baldy  v.  Parker,  2  B. 
&  C.  37;  Elliott  v.  Thomas,  3  M.  &  W.  170;  Bigg  v.  Whisk- 
ing,  14  C.  P.  195.    The  items  of  the  sale  were :    "  One-half 
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J  A  *  " 

cash  paymoht,  balance  in  two  notes  of  equal  amount;  our 
H'Stomary  lien  to  cover  all  machinery  purchased."  The  lien 
agreement  was  forwarded  for  defendants  to  sign,  but  thev 
did  not  sign  it.  The  machine  was  mechanically  well  built, 
and  similar  in  construction  to  a  number  manufactured  bv 
plaintiffs,  regarding  which  no  complaints  were  received.  Al- 
terations were  necessary  to  make  the  loom  efficient  to  manu- 
facture elastic  webbing.  The  property  in  the  loom  had  not 
passed  to  defendants,  for  it  was  sold  subject  to  the  customary 
lien  contract  used  by  plaintiffs,  and  it  remained  in  their  pos- 
session subject  to  the  lien  upon  which  it  was  sold  by  plain- 
tiffs. The  defendants,  notwithstanding  the  existence  of  the 
lien,  were  entitled  to  shew  that  the  loom  was  not  as  warrante<l 
£.nd  so  reduce  plaintiffs'  claim  by  the  difference  between  the 
value  of  the  loom  as  warranted  and  the  value  as  it  was  shewn 
t')  be,  as  evidenced  by  the  cost  defendants  were  put  to  in  re- 
medying the  defects  found  to  exist :  Cull  v.  Koberts,  28  0.  R. 
591;  Copeland  v.  Hamilton,  9  Man.  L.  R.  143.  This  cost 
amounted  to  $69.  Even  if  defendants  were  entitled  to  re- 
cover consequential  damages,  they  could  not  do  so  while  the 
goods  remained  the  property  of  plaintiffs.  Even  if  the  con- 
sequential damages  claimed  were  not  too  remote  (as  to  which 
see  Fuller  v.  Curtis,  100  Ind.  237,  McCormack  v.  VanatUi, 
43  la.  389,  Osborne  v.  Poket,  33  Minn.  10,  Brayton  v. 
Chase,  3  Wis.  456),  the  defects  in  the  machine  were  such  as 
might  have  been  remedied  in  a  few  days  at  the  cost  of  a  few 
dollars,  had  a  competent  mechanic  been  engaged  for  the  pur- 
pose. 

Judgment  for  plaintiffs  for  $395.63,  with  interest  from 
1st  October,  1900,  and  costs.  Counterclaim  dismissed  with 
costs. 


^  .♦ 


TRIAL. 

MacMahon,  J.  November  5th,  1902. 

LANGLEY  v.  LAW  SOCIETY  OF  UPPER  CANADA. 

Vuntract— Printing  of  Reports— Assignment  by  Printers  of  Ctaim  f»r 
Payment—Subsequent  Assigntnent  for  Creditors— Sale  of  Claim 
by  Assignee— Rights  of  Vendee-^ udgmentSet'Off. 

Action  by  the  liquidator  of  the  Publishers'  S}Tidicate, 
Limited,  to  recover  from  the  Law  Society  $346,  claimed  as 
the  balance  due  in  respect  of  the  printing  and  publishing  of 
certain  law  reports  for  the  society. 

C.  D.  Scott  and  S.  B.  Woods,  for  plaintiff. 

H.  Cassels,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 
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MacMahon,  J. — The  Law  Society  had  contracted  with 
the  firm  of  Rowsell  &  Hutchison  for  the  printing  and  pub- 
lishing of  the  reports.  On  the  17th  January,  1900,  Rowsell 
&  Hutchison  made  an  assignment  for  the  general  benefit  of 
Iheir  creditors,  pursuant  to  R.  S.  0.  ch.  147,  to  defendant  E. 
R.  C.  Clarkson.  At  the  time  of  the  assignment  certain  print- 
ing was  in  progress  under  the  contract,  a  large  amount  of  it 
being  in  galley  form,  and  some  type-setting  being  finished. 
The  editor  of  the  reports  made  an  arrangement  with  defend- 
ant Clarkson  by  which  the  work  was  to  be  continued  and 
completed  for  the  Law  Society,  the  defendant  Clarkson,  as 
assignee,  agreeing  to  continue  and  complete  the  reports  then 
under  contract  without  charging  any  profit  on  it.  Clark- 
son said  that  the  Law  Society  was  to  pay  for  the  work  then 
partly  performed ;  and  the  editor,  in  his  report  to  the  Law 
Society,  said  that  Clarkson,  if  guaranteed  his  disbursements, 
intended  to  carry  out  the  contract,  as  assignee,  and  earn  the 
moneys  payable  under  it.  On  10th  March,  1900,  Clarkson 
sold  the  assets  of  Rowsell  &  Hutchison's  estate,  the  Pub- 
lishers* Syndicate  becoming  the  purchasers  of  parcel  No.  3, 
in  which  was  included  "the  printing  and  work  in  progress 
unfinished  at  that  date.'*  This  item  comprised  the  work  done 
by  Rowsell  &  Hutchison  on  the  reports  prior  to  their  assign- 
ment, and  also  the  amount  expended  by  Clarkson  in  further- 
ing the  completion  of  the  reports  under  his  agreement  with 
the  editor,  making  a  total  of  $847.50,  of  which  $346  was 
Bttributable  to  the  work  done  by  Rowsell  &  Hutchison.  On 
the  2()th  Deceipber,  1899,  Rowsell  &  Hutchison  had  assign- 
ed to  the  Bank  of  Hamilton  *'  all  book  accounts,  claims,  and 
choses  in  action  which  are  now  owing  to  the  parties  of  the 
first  part  (Rowsell  &  Hutchison),  or  which  may  hereafter  be 
owing  to  parties  of  the  first  part,**  as  security  for  indebted- 
ness. On  the  receipt  by  Clarkson  of  the  $847.50,  he  paid 
over  to  the  Bank  of  Hamilton  the  $346,  as  being  a  book  ac- 
count or  chose  in  action  realized  from  the  estate. 

The  Law  Society  were  to  pay  Clarkson  for  the  work  then 
partly  performed,  he  agreeing  to  carry  out  the  contract  as 
assignee  in  order  to  enable  him  to  earn  the  moneys  payable 
under  it,  which  would  necessarily  include  this  partly  per- 
formed portion  of  it.  He  assigned  the  contract  to  the  Pub- 
lishers* Syndicate,  who  finished  the  work  required  to  be  per- 
formM  imder  the  contrjict,  and  the  amount  of  the  contract 
price,  $2,210.58,  wag  paid  by'  the  Law  Society  to  the  Pub- 
lishers* Syndicate,  with  the  exception  of  the  $346.  Until 
the  printing  and  binding  of  the  reports  was  completed  ac- 
cording to  the  terms  of  the  contract,  there  would  be  no  debt 
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due  from  the  Law  Society  to  Kowsell  &  HutchisoB,  or  to  the 
assignee  of  their  estate.  When  completed  and  the  reports 
accepted,  the  Law  Society  would  be  obliged  to  pay  the  con- 
tract price.  Clarkson  sold  the  printing  and  work  unfinished 
in  one  lot,  and  made  no  division  as  to  what  had  been  done  by 
Rowsell  &  Hutchison  before  their  assignment,  and  that  done 
by  Clarkson  after  the  assignment  to  him,  Clarkson  informing 
the  purchasers  of  the  terms  of  the  agreement  entered  into 
between  himself  and  the  editor.  After  becoming  aware  that 
Clarkson  had  sold  and  assigned  to  the  Publishers*  Syndicate 
and  been  paid  by  them  for  the  whole  amount  of  the  work 
done,  the  Law  Society  corresponded  with  the  Publishers' 
Syndicate,  and,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  conditions  under 
which  the  Syndicate  were  completing  the  contract,  took  the 
benefit  of  it.  When  the  Syndicate  purchased  the  work  done 
by  Rowsell  &  Hutchison,  the  amount  thereof  was  a  debt  due 
to  the  estate,  and  when  paid  to  the  assignee  the  money  bo- 
came  the  property  of  the  bank  under  the  assignment  to  it. 
and  was  properly  paid  to  the  bank  by  the  assignee.  There 
can,  therefore,  be  no  set-off  by  the  Law  Society  of  its  judg- 
ment recovered  against  Eowsell  &  Hutchison  against  sucli 
sum. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff  against  the  Law  Society  for  $34G, 
with  interest  from  1st  June,  1900,  and  costs  on  the  High 
Court  scale. 


Winchester,  Master.  November  6th,  1902. 

chambers. 

JOHNSTON  V.  RYCKMAN. 

Discovery— Examination  of  Plaintiff—Default  of  Attendance— Motiw 
to  Dismiss  Action— Proof  of  Default— Affidavit  of  SoUcitor- 
Cross-examination—Ex  Parte  Certificate  of  Examiner— locHJf 
Pwnitentim. 

Motion  by  defendant  Ryckman  to  dimiss  action  on  the 
ground  of  non-attendance  of  plaintiff  for  examination  for 
discovery. 

C.  W.  Kerr,  for  applicant. 

W.  11.  Smyth,  for  plaintiff. 

The  Master. — In  support  of  the  application  were  read 
llic  sii])j)(pna  and  appointment  for  plaintiff's  examinatii)n  and 
jjdidavit  of  servici*  thereof  on  plaintiff  and  admission  of  ser- 
vice of  aj)pointnient  by  his  solicitor;  also  a  certificate  of  the 
special  examiner  as  to  what  took  place  before  him,  and  an 
affidavit  of  the  applicant's  solicitor.     The  plaintiff  asked  for 
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an  adjournment  to  cross-examine  the  solicitor  for  applicant 
on  his  aflSdavit.  This  I  considered  unnecessary  and  refused  it. 
Counsel  for  plaintiff  then  contended  that  the  certificate  of  the 
examiner  was  improperly  issued  and  should  not  be  allowed, 
citing  Re  Ryan  v.  Simontoii,  13  P.  R.  299.  It  was  held  in 
Jones  V.  Macdonald,  14  P.  R.  109,  that  such  a  certificate  of 
an  examiner  is  good  evidence  of  the  proceedings  before  him, 
notwithstanding  that  it  was  settled  ex  parte.  The  certificate 
was  not  improperly  issued,  and  the  examiner  was  obliged  to 
issue  it  when  demanded.  The  plaintiff  made  default,  he 
says,  on  account  of  ill-health,  but  there  is  no  evidence  as  to 
this,  other  than  what  plaintiff  appears  to  have  told  his  solici- 
tor. It  does  appear  that  he  went  to  Montreal  that  evening, 
and  could  not,  in  consequence,  attend  on  the  adjourned  ap- 
pointment for  his  examination. 

Order  made  requiring  plaintiff  to  attend  for  examination 
at  his  own  expense  and  submit  to  be  examined-  Costs  to  de- 
fendant in  any  event. 


Winchester,  Master.  November  6th,  1902. 

chambers. 

REiLLY  V.  Mcdonald. 

A  ttachment  of  Debts— Rent— To  Whom  Due— Heirs  of  Deceased  Land- 
lord—Ejcecutors—Devolution  of  Estates  Act. 

Motion  by  judgment  creditor  to  make  absolute  a  garnish- 
ing summons.  On  24th  April,  1901,  defendant  recovered 
judgment  against  plaintiffs  for  costs,  which  were  taxed  at 
$209.49.  George  Reilly,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  died  on  Ist 
April,  1901,  and  probate  of  his  will  was  granted  to  his  sister 
and  co-plaintiff,  Mary  Sullivan,  on  23rd  September,  1901. 
Three  days  later  the  action  was  revived.  The  plaintiffs  ap- 
pealed from  the  judgment,  and  their  appeal  was  dismissi^d  on 
the  11th  March,  1902,  with  costs  taxed  at  $132.40.  The 
action  was  to  compel  the  defendant  to  specifically  perform  a 
contract  to  purchase  lot  13  in  the  4th  concession  of  the  town- 
ship of  York.  The  plaintiff  George  Reilly  in  his  lifetime 
owned  the  north  half  of  this  lot,  while  the  father  of  the  plain- 
tiffs owned  the  south  half.  The  money  attached  by  the  de- 
fendant was  certain  rent  due  by  the  tenant  of  this  lot,  the 
garnishee,  who  appeared  and  admitted  owing  $155,  which  he 
was  willing  to  pay  as  the  Court  might  direct. 

W.  A.  Skeans,  for  the  judgment  creditor. 

W.  Norris,  for  the  judgment  debtor,  contended  that  the 
rent  was  due,  not  to  the  plaintiffs,  against-  whom  the  judg- 
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mont  liad  been  obtained,  but  to  plaintiff  Xan  O'Reill}',  as  ad- 
ministratrix of  her  father's  estate,  and  to  Mary  Sullivan,  as 
executrix  of  her  brother. 

The  garnish(H\  in  person. 

The  Mastkr. — Xo  caution  was  registered  acrainst  the 
lands  under  the  Devolution  of  Estates  Act.  The  plaintiffs, 
by  bringing  the  action  in  their  own  names,  instead  of  in  the 
name  of  the  administratrix,  asserted  that  the  land  vested  in 
them  as  heirs  under  sec.  13,  although  the  administratrix  as- 
sumed to  make  a  lease  to  the  tenant  (garnishee).  This  she 
apparently  did  for  the  benefit  of  the  heirs,  without  any  legal 
authority.  The  rent  was  due  to  plaintiffs  as  heirs  of  their 
father,  and  to  plaintiff  Mary  Sullivan  as  executrix  of  her 
brother.  Order  made  for  payment  of  $3  out  of  the  $155  to 
the  garnishee  for  costs,  and  of  the  balance  to  the  Judgment 
creditor. 


Moss,  J.A.  XovEMBER  Gth,  190*2. 

C.  A.-CHAMBERS. 

MIXEKYA  MFG.  CO.  v.  ROCHE. 

Court  of  Appeal— Leave  to  Appeal— Question  of  Costs  Dealt  trith  on 

Faets. 

Motion  by  defendants  for  leave  to  appeal  from  the  order 
of  a  Divisional  Court  (ante  530)  upon  a  question  as  to  the 
stale  of  costs. 

W.  E.  Middleton,  for  defendants. 

A.  C.  McMaster,  for  plaintiffs. 

;Moss,  J.A. — Xo  case  was  shewn  for  permitting  a  further 
appeal.  The  case  was  dealt  with  by  the  Court  below  as  one 
turning  on  the  particular  facts.  The  pleadings  shew  that 
plaintiffs  were  relying  upon  the  letter  or  undertaking  given 
en  l)ehalf  of  defendants  on  the  21st  Xovember,  1901,  rather 
than  upon  the  original  arrangement  for  purchase,  and  that 
th(»  defendants  so  understood  it  and  shaped  their  defence  ac- 
cordingly. On  the  question  of  fact  as  to  the  nature  of  tlie 
original  arrangement,  the  Court  below  accepted  the  plaintiffs' 
version.  The  previous  decisions  have  bwn  left  untouched  by 
the  judgments  in  this  case.  They  have  created  no  precedent 
in  law,  and  leave  to  appeal  on  the  question  of  fact  should  not 
be  given.     Application  refused. 


THE 

Ontario  Weekly  Reporter. 

(To  AND  INOLUDINQ  NOVEMBER  I5TH,  1902.) 

Vol.  I.         TORONTO,  NOVEMBER  20,   1902.  No.  39 

November  7th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

TURNEE  V.  TOWNSHIP  OF  YORK. 

Municipal  Corporationa— Highway— Raising  Level  of— Injury  to  Aa- 
joining  Land  — Backing  Water  on— Culvert  —  Inappreciable  Itp- 
jury. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  MacMahon,  J. 
(6th  March,  1901)  dismissing  action  brought  by  plaintiff,  a 
farmer,  against  the  township  corporation  for  an  injunction 
restraining  them  ^rom  casting  upon  his  land,  by  means  of  a 
culvert  across  one  of  their  roads,  a  large  quantity  of  surface 
water,  and  for  casting  it  upon  him  in  a  more  condensed  form 
than  it  would  naturally  have  come. 

J.  E.  Roaf,  for  plaintiff. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,-  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

The  Court  (Falco^nbridge,  C.J.,  Street,  J.),  after 
a  careful  examination  of  the  evidence  and  the  plans  shewing 
the  levels  and  profile  of  the  land  in  question,  saw  no  reason  for 
differing  from  the  conclusion  at  which  the  Judge  who  heard 
the  case  arrived,  viz.,  that  plaintiff  has  not  been  injured  to 
any  appreciable  extent,  or  in  any  appreciable  manner,  by  the 
culvert  through  the  road  of  which  he  complained.  Appeal 
dismissed  with  costs. 


CHAMBERS. 

REiLLY  V.  McDonald. 

Attachment  of  Debts— Rent— To  Whom  Due— Heirs  of  Deceased  Land- 
lord—Executors— Devolution  of  Estates  Act. 

The  order  of  the  Master  in  Chambers  (ante  721)  was  re- 
versed on  appeal. 

W.  Norris,  for  judgment  debtors. 

W.  A.  Skeans,  for  judgment  creditors. 

O.W.R.— NO.  39 
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MacMahon,  J.  November  10th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

STANDARD  TRADING  CO.  v.  SEYBOLD. 

Security  for  Costs— Praecipe  Order  ffpr^Application  for  Increased 

A  mount^Election. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  order  of  local  Master  at  Ot- 
tawa dismissing  their  application  for  an  order  requiring  plain- 
tiffs to  give  increased  security  for  costs. 

The  plaintiffs  are  a  trading  company  carrying  on  business 
in  the  State  of  New  York.  A  praecipe  order  for  security  for 
costs  was  obtained  by  defendants  under  Rule  1199,  and,  in- 
stead of  giving  a  bond  for  $400,  the  plaintiffs  paid  $200  into 
Court  under  Rule  1207. 

The  application  for  increased  security  was  made  after 
examinations  for  discovery,  interlocutory  applications  and 
appeals,  attendance  of  counsel  at  New  York  to  take  evidence 
under  a  foreign  commission,  etc.,  by  which  a  large  amount 
of  costs  was  incurred. 

The  local  blaster  considered  that  the  defendants'  taxable 
costs  would  bv  the  time  the  case  was  tried  amount  to  at  least 
$500,  but  he  held  them  bound  by  their  election  to  take  the 
securitv  obtainable  under  a  praecipe  order,  reiving  on  Trevel- 
yan  v.Mvers,  15  C.  L.  T.  Occ.  N.  135,  and  Dlvry  v.  World 
Newspaper  Co.,  17  C.  L.  T.  Occ.  N.  82. 

The  Rule  in  force  when  these  cases  were  decided  was  Rule 
1250  of  the  Consolidated  Rules  of  1888:  "The  amount  of 
securitv  niav  be  increased  or  diminished  from  time  to  time  bv 
the  (^ourt  or  a  Judge.'' 

The  present  Rule,  1208,  is:  "The  amount  of  securit}', 
whether  directed  to  be  given  by  an  order  issued  on  praecipe  or 
otherwise,  mav  be  increased  or  diminished  from  time  to  time 
by  the  Court  or  a  Judge.'' 

The  Master  thought  the  cases  cited  applied,  notwithstand- 
ing the  change  in  the  Rule. 

C.  J.  R.  Bethune,  for  appellants. 
G.  E.  Kidd,  for  plaintiffs. 

^IacMahox,  J. — Bv  the  terms  of  Rule  1208.  the  fact  of 
the  defendants  having  obtained  a  praecipe  order  by  which  a 
definite  amount  of  security  was  provided  for,  bound  them  to 
no  gr(^ater  extent  than  if  they  had  in  the  first  instance  made 
a  special  application  for  security.  In  either  case  the  defend- 
ants must  shew  facts  disclosing  a  proper  case  for  increased 
securitv.  .  .  .  The  blaster  having  stated  that  defendants' 
costs  will  probably  amount  to  $500,  and  that  the  increase  is 
largely  due  to  plaintiffs'  interlocutory  motions  and  appeals. 
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the  simple  question  is :  have  the  defendants  made  out  a  case 
for  increased  security?  1  think  they  have.  The  estimated 
costs  of  defendants  amount  to  two  and  a  half  times  the  sum 
for  which  security  has  been  given.  And,  although  defend- 
ants might  have  foreseen  that  a  commission  to  take  the  evid- 
ence of  witnesses  in  New  York  would  issue,  and  that  an  ex- 
amination for  discovery  would  probably  be  necessary,  they 
could  not  have  anticipated  at  the  time  the  order  for  security 
was  obtained  that  an  appeal  would  be  made  to  a  Judge  in 
Chambers  and  then  to  a  Divisional  Court,  the  costs  in  con- 
nection with  which  would  amount  to  one-half  the  sum  de- 
posited in  Court  as  security. 

[Reference  to  the  p]nglish  0.  LV.  r.  2 ;  Republic  of  Costa 
Rica  V.  Erlanger,  3  Ch.  I).  62;  Massey  v.  Allen,  12  Ch.  D. 
807;  Bentsen  v.  Taylor,  [1893]  2  Q.  B.  193.] 

Both  the  English  Rule  and  our  own  contemplate  that  there 
may  -be  more  than  one  application  for  increased  security.  .  .  . 
No  reservation  is  necessary  in  any  order  for  leave  to  apply 
again,  as  the  learned  Master  seemed  to  think. 

The  great  increase  in  the  costs  .  .  .  could  not  have 
been  foreseen  by  defendants  when  the  praecipe  order  for  secur- 
ity was  obtained,  and  the  order  of  the  learned  Master  must, 
therefore,  be  reversed,  and  the  plaintiffs  ordered  to  give  the 
defendants  additional  security  by  bond  in  $600  or, by  pa}Tnent 
into  Court  of  $300. 

The  costs  of  the  appeal  and  of  the  motion  before  the 
Master  will  be  to  the  defendants  in  any  event. 


Falconbridge,  C.J.  November  10th,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

Re  PUBLISHERS'  SYNDICATE. 

Company— Winding-up— Claim  against  Assets— Breach  of  Contract— 

Pamages. 

Appeal  by  William  J.  Greig,  David  Connery,  and  Rod- 
erick J.  Parke,  from  the  certificate  or  report  of  an  official 
referee,  whereby  he  allowed  Greig  and  Parke  nominal  dam- 
ages of  $1  each  only,  and  disallowed  tJie  claim  of  Connery  for 
damages  as  against  the  estate  of  the  syndicate,  an  incorporated 
company  in  liquidation. 

Damages  were  sought  for  the  breach  on  the  part  of  the 
syndicate  of  the  contracts  contained  in  certificates  of  regis- 
tration issued  to  them  respectively  by  the  syndicate,  whereby 
the  syndicate  agreed,  in  consideration  of  $10.50  paid  by  each 
of  the  claimants  to  the  svndicate,  to  sell  to  each  of  them  for 
the  period  of  five  years  from  the  dates  of  their  respective  cer- 


726 

tificates  all  books,  magazines,  periodicals,  and  other  printed 
matter,  on  the  terms  mentioned  in  the  certificates. 

R.  McKay,  for  the  appellants,  contended  that  they  Were 
entitled  to  rank  as  creditors  against  the  estate  of  the  com- 
pany for  substantial  damages  as  established  by  the  evidence, 
and  that  the  liquidator  should  pay  the  costs. 

C.  D.  Scott,  for  the  liquidator,  contra. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — ^The  referee  was  right  in  disallow- 
ing the  claim  of  Connery,  not  perhaps  because  Connery  com- 
mitted a  breach  of  the  contract  entitling  the  syndicate  to  put 
an  end  thereto,  but  because  the  selling  of  books  at  a  profit  was 
not  contemplated  by  the  contracts,  and  therefore  loss  of  pro- 
spective profits,  besides  being  obnoxious  to  the  general  rule, 
was  never  in  contemplation  of  the  parties.  His  general  state- 
ment that  he  bought  a  great  many  books  besides,  does  not 
afford  any  reasonable  basis  for  a  specific  finding  of  damage. 

But  as  to  Greig  and  Parke,  the  learned  reteree  has  con- 
founded loss  of  prospective  profits  or  speculative  damage  with 
the  loss  which  these  two  claimants  will  sustain  by  reason  of 
not  being  able  for  three  years  to  buy  a  certain  quantity  of 
books  for  tEeir  own  use  at  a  certain  promised  discount;  i.e., 
at  a  price  less  than  they  can  buy  them  for  in  the  open  markel 

Parke's  damages  assessed  at  $30;  Greig^s  damages  at  $20. 
No  costs  of  appeal  as  to  Connery's  claim,  Parke  and  Greig 
to  rank  for  $30  and  $20  respectively,  with  $20  each  costs  al- 
lowed by  the  referee,  and  costs  of  this  appeal  fixed  at  $10  each. 

November  10th,  1902. 
divisional  cx5urt. 

BENTLEY  v.  MURPHY. 

Ship—Cmtract  to  Sell  —  Co-otcners  —  Partnership^Authority  of  One 
Co-owner  to  Bind  the  Other—Ratiflcation^Specific  Performance 
—Damages, 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  and  cross-appeal  by  defendant  Craig 
from  judgment  of  Britton,  J.,  at  the  trial  (1  0.  W.  R.  273  y. 
The  action  was  to  compel  specific  performance  of  an  alleged 
agreement  by  defendants  tq  sell  and  deliver  to  plaintiffs  a 
steamer  called  the  "  Island  Queen,"  then  at  Kingston,  for 
$5,000,  payable  $2,600  on  delivery  and  $2,500  six  months 
from  the  date  of  delivery. 

The  trial  Judge  found  that  the  contract  was  made  by 
Murphy  on  behalf  of  himself  and  Craig;  that  Murphy  and 
Craig  were  not  only  part  owners  of  the  steamer,  each  being 
entitled  to  32  shares,  but  were  partners  in  the  venture;  that 
Craig,  as  between  himself  and  Murphy,  insisted  on  getting 
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the  whole  of  the  cash  payment,  but,  subject  to  that,  he  ratified 
and  confirmed  the  agreement  for  sale  by  Murphy.  He  held, 
however,  that  specific  performance  should  not  be  enforced 
unless  plaintiffs  were  willing  to  do  equity  by  giving  a  mort- 
gage on  the  vessel  for  the  Tinpaid  purchase  money.  There 
was  a  finding  for  plaintiffs  against  both  defendants  upon  the 
contract,  and  a  reference  was  ordered  as  to  damages. 

The  plaintiffs  appealed  on  the  grounds  that  damages  were 
not  an  adequate  remedy,  and  that  the  trial  Judge  erred  as  to 
the  mortgage  for  the  impaid  purchase  money. 

The  defendant  Craig  appealed  on  the  ground  that  he  and 
Murphy  were  not  partners,  and  Murphy  had  no  authority  to 
dispose  of  his  (Craig's)  shares  in  the  vessel. 

The  appeal  was  heard  by  Meredith,  C.J.,  MacMahon, 

J.,  LOUNT,  J. 

L.  G.  McCarthy,  K.C.,  and  A.  M.  Stewart,  for  plaintiffs. 

T.  Mulvey,  K.C.,  for  defendant  Murphy. 

C.  H.  Eitchie,  K.C.,  and  A.  E.  Knox,  for  defendant  Craig. 

MacMahon,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts  at  length) : — One 
of  the  findings  in  the  judgment  is,  that  defendants  were  part- 
ners in  the  venture,  i.e.,  in  the  ownership  of  the  vessel.  That 
was  not  the  relationship  existing  between  them.  The  learned 
trial  Judge,  entertaining  that  view,  was  doubtless  influenced 
to  some  extent  in  reaching  a  conclusion  that  there  .was  a  valid 
contract  binding  on  both  defendants.  For,  if  they  were  part- 
ners in  the  venture,  Craig  would  be  boimd  by  Murphy's  offer. 

[Reference  to  Abbott  on  Shipping,  14th  ed.,  pp.  116,  129, 
and  to  Lindley  on  Partnership,  6th  ed.,  pp.  25,  26,  as  to  the 
difference  between  co-ownership  and  partnership.]     .     .     . 

Craig  says  Murphy  was  not  authorized  by  him,  and  had  no 
authority  to  give  an  option  on  his  behalf  for  the  sale  of  the 
steamer.  This  direct  and  positive  statement  remains  un- 
contradicted.    .     .     . 

It  was  urged  that,  even  if  Murphy  had  no  authority  from 
Craig  to  give  the  option,  what  is  contained  in  Craig's  letter  of 
the  9th  June  to  Murphy,  and  his  subsequent  conduct,  shew 
ratification  of  Murphy's  act.  Craig  stated  in  the  letter  that 
he  would  wire  Murphy  on  the  Tuesday  "  if  I  can  get  off  with 
the  Government,  and  if  so  you  had  better  get  the  Toronto 
people  (the  plaintiffs)  to  promise  all  cash,  and  then  wire  him 
(Craig)  to  go  to  Toronto  to  close  deal.*'  The  letter  in  effect 
says :  "  If  the  plaintiffs  pay  cash  for  the  vessel,  I  am  willing 
to  sell,  and,  on  being  notified  that  they  will  do  so,  I  will  go 
to  Toronto  and  close  the  deal."  On  the  11th  (Tuesday)  Craig 
telegraphed  Murphy :    '^  If  Toronto  parties  pay  cash  for  my 
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interest,  I  will  assign  to  them."  On  the  same  day  Murphy 
replied :    "  Will  pay  cash. .  Come  at  once." 

I  fail  to  see  in  this  the  slightest  evidence  of  ratification  of 
Murphy^s  act  in  giving  the  option.  Bentley  knew  that  Craig 
was  a  co-owner  with  Murphy,  that  Craig  had  repudiated  Mur- 
phy's authority  to  sign  the  option  on  his  behalf,  hence  Bent- 
ley's  desire  to  secure  Craig's  signature  to  the  option.  Craig 
insisted  on  being  paid  $2,500  in  cash  for  his  interest  in  the 
steamer,  and  at  the  meeting  in  Foy  &  Kelly's  office  on  the 
17th  June  he  expressed  his  readiness  to  assign  his  32  share?, 
on  being  paid  that  amount.  That  is  not  a  ratification  of  the 
offer  made  by  Murphy  to  accept  $2,500  cash  and  the  balance 
of  the  purchase  money  in  six  months. 

When  Craig,  on  the  9th  June,  repudiated  Murphy's  au- 
thority, that  was  a  revocation  by  Craig  of  the  offer,  as  far  at 
least  as  he  was  concerned,  although  he  was  prepared  to  negoti- 
ate on  different  terms,  provided  the  Government  did  not  pur- 
chase the  steamer. 

The  judgment  directed  to  be  entered  against  the  defendant 
Craig  must  be  set  aside,  and  judgment  directed  to  be  entered 
for  him,  dismissing  the  action  as  against  him  with  costs. 

The  judgment  directed  to  be  entered  against  Craig  being 
set  aside,  the  position  of  the  plaintiffs  in  regard  to  the  defen- 
dant Murphy  has  been  materially  changed. 

It  was  laid  down  in  CuUen  v.  Wright,  8  E.  &  B.  at  p.  65?, 
that  "where  a  person  induces  another  to  contract  with  him, 
as  agent  6f  a  third  party,  by  an  unqualified  assertion  of  his 
being  authorized  to  act  as  such  agent,  he  is  answerable  to  the 
person  who  so  contracted  for  any  damages  which  he  may 
sustain  by  reason  of  the  assertion  of  authority  being  untrue." 

4t  4t  4t       *         4t  *  *  ♦ 

The  principle  enimciated  in  CuUen  v.  Wright  has  been 
upheld  by  a  long  line  of  authorities. 

.  But  is  the  present  case  governed  by  CuUen  v.  Wright? 
Bentley,  as  I  have  already  stated,  prepared  the  option  which 
Murphy  signed,  and  at  that  time  he  knew  that  Craig  was  part 
owner  in  the  steamer,  and  as  a  lawyer  he  knew  that,  without 
express  authority  from  Craig,  Murphy  could  not  bind  him,  and 
acting  on  that  knowledge  he  immediately  on  reaching  Kingston 
endeavoured  to  induce  Craig  to  sign  the  option  so  as  to  ratify 
Murph3r's  act.  Now,  Bentley  knew  as  a  fact  that  Murphy 
was  not  the  sole  owner,  and  he  did  not  sign  the  offer  as  agent 
for  Craig,  nor  is  there  in  the  body  of  it  any  statement  that  he 
is  acting  as  such.  And  in  CuUen  v.  Wright,  «nd  a  large  num- 
ber of  authorities  in  which  that  case  is  followed,  there  was  in 
every  case  a  representation  by  the  defendants  in  the  body  of 
the  contract,  or  by  signing,  that  they  are  agents  of  a  named 
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principal.  And  it  is  only  on  such  a  representation  that 
^furphv  would  be  liable  on  his  implied  warranty  as  agent. 
[Reference  to  Beatty  v.  Lord  Ebury,  L.  R.  7  Ch.  800.] 

There  was  no  misrepresentation  in  point  of  fact  as  to 
agency.  The  offer  was  for  a  sale  of  the  vessel  by  Murphy 
when  Bentley  knew  he  had  only  a  part  interest  therein. 
Murphy  assumed  that  Craig  would  be  satisfied  with  the  pro- 
posed sale,  but  tljere  was  no  representation  that  he  would  get 
in  Craig's  interest. 

As  Murphy  would  not  transfer  his  shares  without  a  mort- 
gage on  the  vessel  or  promissory  notes  which  he  could  dis- 
count, the  defendants  are  entitled  to  recover  such  damages  as 
they  may  be  able  to  shew  on  a  reference. 

Before  accepting  a  reference  the  plaintiffs  had  better  con- 
sider what  their  position  would  have  been  if  they  had  became 
the  assignees  of  Murphy's  interest  and  the  owners  of  a  moiety 
in  the  vessel. 

If  Craig  was  in  possession  of  the  vessel,  his  authority  over 
her  would  be  supreme.  Where  a  vessel  is  owned  in  moieties, 
the  owner  who  is  in  possession  seems  for  all  practical  pur- 
poses to  have  the  power  of  the  majority,  while  the  right  of  his 
co-owner  seems  to  be  restricted  to  those  of  a  minority :  Abbott, 
14th  ed.,  p.  120.  He  might  refuse  to  employ  the  vessel  in  any 
A  enture  which  the  new  owners  of  Murphy's  moiety  might  de- 
sire to  use  her  in.  He  might  be  unwilling  to  run  the  risk  of 
becoming  bound  as  a  partner  for  supplies  for  the  vessel,  which 
he  would  be  if  he  consented  to  the  vessel  going  into  employ- 
ment. For  the  position  of  the  parties  is  altered  when  the 
owners  determine  to  exercise  the  right  of  using  her — ^the  part 
owners  of  a  ship  becoming  partners  in  respect  of  the  voyage, 
its  expenses  and  profits:    Abbott,  14th  ed.,  p.  132. 

The  costs  of  the  reference  will  be  at  the  plaintiffs'  risk  if 
in  the  result  they  are  entitled  only  to  nominal  damages. 

If  a  reference  is  not  accepted,  there  will  be  judgment  for 
the  plaintiffs  for  nominal  damages,  fixed  at  $20,  with  costs  on 
the  Superior  Court  scale. 

LouNT,  J.,  agreed  with  the  judgment  of  MacMahon,  J. 

Meredith,  C.J.,  dissented,  holding  that  the  authority  of 
Murphy  to  act  for  his  co-defendant  as  well  as  for  himself  in 
selling  the  vess(*l  and  entering  into  the  contract  with  plain- 
tiffs, and  the  subsequent  ratification  and  adoption  of  the  con- 
tract, had  been  satisfactorily  shewn,  and  that  specific  per- 
fonnance  should  be  decreed. 
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C.A. CHAMBERS. 

BE  LENNOX  PBOVINCIAL  ELECTION. 
PERRY  V.  CARSCALLEN. 

» 

Controverted  Election  Petition  —  Affidavit  of  Bona  Fides  —  Commis- 

aioner— Agent  for  Solicitor, 

Motion  to  set  aside  or  dismiss  the  petition  and  to  set  aside 
the  service  thereof  and  of  the  affidavit  of  bona  fides  and  of 
notice  of  presentation  npon  the  respondent. 

C.  A.  Hasten,  for  respondent. 

B.  A.  Grant,  for  petitioners. 

OsLER,  J.A. — From  the  affidavits  filed,  and  the  argument, 
the  objection  to  the  proceedings  appears  to  be  that  the  com- 
missioner before  whom  the  petitioners*  affidavit  of  bona  fides, 
etc.,  was  sworn,  was  disqualified,  he  being  the  solicitor  by 
whom  the  petition  and  affidavit  were  prepared  or  filled  up, 
and  by  whom  as  agent  for  the  petitioners'  solicitors  the  peti- 
tion, as  appears  by  the  indorsement  thereon,  was  presented. 

The  affidavits  filed  shew  that  Messrs.  Kerr,  Davidson,  Pat- 
erson,  &  Grant  were  instructed  to  present  a  petition  against 
the  election;  that  they  sent  one  Sutherland,  a  clerk  in  their 
office,  to  Napanee  with  the  necessary  forms  of  petition  and 
affidavit  to  be  signed  and  sworn  to  by  the  petitioners,  whoever 
these  might  turn  out  to  be;  that  he  went  to  the  office  of  Mr. 
German,  a  local  solicitor,  who  filled  up  the  forms  and  as  com- 
missioner swore  the  petitioners  to  the  affidavit;  that  Suther- 
land took  the  papers  back  .with  him  to  his  principals,  who, 
after  indorsing  the  petition  as  follows,  "  This  petition  is  pre- 
sented by  T.  B.  German,  of  the  town  of  Napanee,  in  tlie 
county  of  Lennox  and  Addington,  agents  for  Messrs.  Kerr, 
Davidson,  Paterson,  &  Grant,  of  the  city  of  Toronto,  solici- 
tors for  the  petitioners,*'  returned  it  to  German,  who  filed  it 
with  the  local  registrar  at  Napanee  on  the  2nd  August,  1902, 
together  with  the  affidavit  and  notice  of  presentation,  which 
latter  appears  to  be  filled  up  in  German's  handwriting. 
Copies  of  all  these  proceedings  were  afterwards  served  upon 
the  respondent. 

A  solicitor  was  not,  nor  was  his  clerk,  partner,  or  agent, 
under  any  disability  at  common  law  which  disqualified  either 
of  them  from  swearing  any  one  to  an  affidavit  in  a  cause  in 
which  the  former  was  the  solicitor  on  the  record.  A  clear 
rule  or  settled  practice  creating  such  disqualification  in  the 
case  before  me  must  be  shewn  to  entitle  the  applicant  to  suc- 
ceed. 


731 

If  Con.  Rule  522  applies  to  the  proceedings  in  an  election 
petition,  it  does  not  help  the  respondent,  as  it  extends  only  to 
aflBdavits  sworn  before  the  solicitor  of  a  party  to  the  cause  or 
his  clerk  or  partner. 

The  Rules  of  Court  touching  controverted  elections  make 
no  provision  on  the  subject,  and  s.  113  of  the  Ontario  Contro- 
verted Elections  Act,  R.  S.  0.  1897  c.  11,  provides  that  so  far 
as  these  Rules  do  not  extend,  the  principles,  practice,  and 
Rules  on  which  petitions  touching  the  election  of  members 
to  the  House  of  Commons  of  England,  were  on  the  15th 
February,  1871,  dealt  with,  shall  be  observed. 

I  am  ireferred  to  nothing  under  this  head  which  touches 
the  point. 

Then  it  is  said  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  Rule  or  decision, 
the  principle  of  certain  decisions  in  equity  ought  to  be  ap- 
plied, and  the  agent  of  the  solicitor  in  the  cause  who  prepared 
the  papers  ought  to  be  held  to  be  within  the  mischief  which  is 
struck  at.  Foster  v.  Harvey,  11  W.  R.  699,  S.C.,  in  appeal, 
9  L.  T.  X.  S.  404,  Duke  of  Northumberland  v.  Todd,  7  Ch. 
D.  777,  and  In  re  Gregg,  L.  R.  9  Eq.  137, 143,  were  cited. 

It  is  not  suggested  that  any  actual  impropriety  has  oc- 
curred or  that  any  wrong  or  injustice  has  been  done.  The 
objection  is,  therefore,  a  strictly  technical  one,  and,  if  we  are 
to  look  for  analogy  or  principle,  I  see  not  why  we  should  go 
beyond  our  own  Rule  of  Court  above  referred  to,  which  does 
not  include  an  agent. 

Further  reason  for  holding  that  the  objection  fails,  even 
had  the  affidavits  been  sworn  before  one  of  the  members  of 
the  firm  who  now  appear  to  be  the  petitioners'  solicitors,  is, 
that  when  the  aflBdavits  were  sworn  there  was  no  cause  or 
matter  in  Court,  and  therefore  no  solicitor  on  the  record. 

In  this  respect  the  case  is  more  like  Regina  ex  rel.  Blais- 
dell  V.  Rochester,  12  U.  C.  R.  630,  than  any  which  has  been 
cited.  There,  the  relator's  attorney  took  the  recognizance 
and  aflSdavit  on  which  the  County  Judge  acted  in  granting  the 
iiat  for  a  municipal  summons.  The  Court  said,  per  Draper, 
C.J.,  that  no  rule  or  practice  governed  the  point,  and,  even  if 
they  doubted  the  strict  regularity  of  the  proceeding  on  the 
ground  of  the  commissioner  being  also  the  attorney,  they 
would  be  slow  to  interfere  unless  a  very  strong  necessity  for 
so  doing  was  made  out.  The  case  was  compared  to  that  of 
the  suing  out  of  a  capias  on  an  aflfidavit  taken  before  a  com- 
missioner who  afterwards  acted  as  plaintiff's  attorney  in  suing 
out  the  writ. 

On  every  ground  the  objection  fails,  and  the  motion  is  dis- 
missed, with  costs  to  be  taxed  and  added  to  the  petitioners' 
general  costs  of  the  cause  or  paid  to  the  petitioners  in  any 
event. 
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MacMahon,  J.  November  13th,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

KELLY  V.  SMITH. 

Interest— Claim  for  Price  of  Goods  Soldr-lnterent  not  Claimed  in 
Writ  of  Summons— Report— Appeal— Items— Costs. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  report  of  local  Master  at  Sarnia 
in  an  action  for  the  price  of  fruit  and  vegetables  sold  to  de- 
fendants by  plaintiff.  The  Master  found  that  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  $118.83  paid  into  Court  and  to  a  further  sum  of 
$74.78. 

A.  Weir,  Sarnia,  for  appellant,  contended  that  interest 
should  be  allowed  from  the  date  of  the  issue  of  the  writ  of 
summons,  and  that  certain  items  of  his  account  were  impro- 
perly disallowed  or  reduced  by  the  Master. 

G.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

MacMahon,  J. — With  regard  to  the  claim  for  interest, 
which  has  not  been  dealt  with  by  the  learned  Master  in  his 
report,  and  in  respect  of  which  he  was  not  asked  to  make  any 
special  report,  the  appeal  fails.  Mr.  Weir  supposed  that  the 
indorsement  on  the  writ  of  summons  claimed  interest ;  but  a 
reference  to  the  writ  issued  shews  that  no  claim  for  interest  is 
made  on  the  balance,  which  by  the  special  indorsement  appear? 
to  have  been  $368.13.  Had  the  claim  been  made,  I  should 
probably,  in  view  of  Irving  v.  Victoria  Harbour  Co.,  referred 
to  in  a  note  in  Holmested  and  Langton's  Practice  under  the 
Judicature  Act,  p.  149,  have  sent  the  report  back  for  a  special 
finding. 

The  learned  Judge  then  dealt  with  the  other  items  in  ques- 
tion on  the  appeal,  and  allowed  the  appeal  as  to  one  item  of 
$12,  dismissing  it  as  to  all  the  others.  The  defendants  having 
succeeded  as  to  nine-tenths  of  the  amount  involved  in  the  ap- 
peal, the  plaintiff  was  ordered  to  pay  nine-tenths  of  the  costs. 
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Falconbridge,  C.J.  November  14th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

COBURN  V.  HARDWICK. 

yeglioence— Playing  Dangerous  Oame  on  Public  HightDay—Permitting 
Infant  of  Tender  Years  to  Engage— Injury  to  Infant— Liability 
of  Person  Directly  Causing  the  Injury— Contributory  Negligence. 

Action  on  behalf  of  Alexander  Coburn  (an  infant  of 
tender  years,  residing  with  his  father  at  Falls  View,  in  the 
township  of  Stamford),  by  his  father  and  next  friend,  to  re- 
cover $1,000  damages  for  personal  injuries  received  by  reason 
of  the  defendant,  a  wholesale  coal  merchant  residing  at  the 
town  of  Niagara  Falls,  throwing  a  large  iron  ball  which 
struck  plaintiff  on  the  right  hand,  lacerating  the  flesh  and 
breaking  a  finger  bone. 

G.  Lynch-Staunton,  K.C.,  and  F.  W.  Griffiths,  Niagara 
Falls,  for  plaintiflf. 

T.  D-  Cowper,  K.C.,  for  defendant 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — Two  or  three  acquaintances  of  de- 
fendant were  amusing  themselves  one  afternoon  in  June  last, 
by  standing  on  the  sidewalk  on  a  public  street  in  the  village 
of  Niagara  Falls,  and  throwing  or  "  putting  ^*  an  iron  ball  or 
shot  weighing  about  23  pounds,  across  the  road.  They  were 
able  to  "  put  '^  the  ball  some  30  odd  feet  before  it  would  reach 
the  ground ;  then  the  ball  would  naturally  continue  its  course 
across  the  remainder  of  the  street  and  the  boulevard  and  side- 
walk. There  was  no  sharp  or  perpendicular  kerb  at  the  boule- 
vard, but  only  a  gentle  rise  of  ground  from  the  travelled  high- 
way to  the  further  limit  of  the  street,  which  was  about  60 
feet  wide.  The  plaintiff  was  one  of  the  usual  attendant  crowd 
of  small  boys,  of  whom  there  were  eight  or  ten  present,  and 
these  boys,  as  soon  as  the  ball  would  strike  the  ground,  would 
run  to  field  or  stop  it,  and  bring  it  back  to  the  men.  The 
defendant  came  along  and  engaged  in  the  pastime,  putting  or 
throwing  two  or  three  balls,  the  last  of  which,  while  the  plain- 
tiff was  endeavouring  to  stop  it,  crushed  and  lacerated  his 
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fin^or  againpt  a  hydrant.  A  man  named  Cook  was  standing 
on  the  east  or  further  side  of  the  road  to  see  how  far  the  dif- 
ferentcompetitors  would  throw  the  ball;and  he  swore  that  he 
warned  the  boys  more  than  once  to  keep  away  or  they  would 
get  hurt.  But. he  did  not  drive  the  boys  away  or  otherwise 
prevent  their  touching  the  ball. 

It  was  plain  upon  the  evidence,  notwithstanding  the  warn- 
ing which  Cook  said  he  gave,  that  the  boys  were  permitted,  if 
not  encouraged,  to  stop  and  bring  back  the  ball  to  the  player??. 
The  plaintilf  denied  having  heard  any  warning  from  Cook, 
and  said  that  the  other  men  asked  the  boys  to  stop  the  ball. 
.  TJie  plaintiff  is  a  bright  boy  of  ten.  He  is  of  sufficient  age 
and  discretion  to  be  capable  of  some  care  of  his  own  safety, 
but,  having  regard  to  the  degree  of  capacity  of  which  he  is 
possessed,  to  the  natural  curiosity  and  officiousness  of  a  boy, 
and  to  the  surrounding  circumstances,  1  find  him  not  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence.  I  find  the  defendant  guilty  of 
negligence  causing  the  accident.  It  was  negligent  a^d  im- 
proper of  him  to  indulge  in  such  a  pastime  on  the  public 
street,  and  to  encourage  or  allow  a  small  boy,  who  was  law- 
lully  thereon,  to  meddle  with  the  ball. 

1  refer  to  Smith  v.  Hayes,  29  0.  K.  292 ;  McShane  v.  To- 
ronto,  Hamilton,  and  Buffalo  11.  W.  Co.,  310.  K.  18G ;  Rick- 
etts  V.  Village  of  Markdale,  31  0.  R.  628;  American  and  Eng- 
lish Encyc.  of  Law,  2nd  ed.,  vol.  7,  p.  409 ;  Merritt  v.  Hep- 
enstal,  25  S.  C.  R.  150;  Jewson  v.  Gatti,  2  Times  L.  R.  441; 
Powers  V.  Harlow,  53  Mich.  507,  51  Am.  R.  154;  and  article 
on  the  "  Allurements  of  Infants,"  31  Am.  Law  Review,  p.  891. 

Judgpient  for  plaintiff  for  $175  and  County  Court  costs, 
without  any  set-oft'  of  costs  by  defendant.  Money  to  be  paid 
into  Court  or  to  the  official  guardian,  to  be  paid  out  to,  or 
for  the  benefit  of,  the  infant  plaintiff  by  or  under  the  discre- 
tion of  the  official  guardian. 

Meredith,  C.J.  October  24th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

HARRIS  V.  HARRIS. 

Pleading— statement  of  Claim—Action  for  Declaratory  Judgment- 
Statement  of  Reasons  for  Seeking  Relief— Embarrassment. 

An  appeal  by  plaintiff  from  the  order  of  the  Master  in 
Cliambcrs  (ante  684)  striking  out  paragraphs  6,  7,  8,  and  10 
of  the  statement  of  claim. 

The  plaintiff  alleged  a  lawful  marriage  and  asked  a  de- 
claration of  validity  of  it,  on  the  ground  that  in  an  action  in 
the  High  Court,  to  which  she  was  not  a  party,  it  had  been 
determined  that  the  marriage  was  not  lawful.     The  Master 
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held  that  the  setting  out  in  the  statement  of  claim  of  the 
reasons  for  which  she  asked  to  have  her  marriage  declared 
lawful  was  embarrassing,  and  struck  out  certain  clauses. 

H.  M.  Mowat,  K.C.,  for  plaintiflF. 

D.  L.  McCarthy,  for  defendant  Elizabeth  Harris. 

Meredith,  C.J.,  said  that  he  could  not  conceive  what 
good  purpose  was  served  by  making  such  an  application  as 
this;  there  would  be  no  embarrassment  in  having  these 
clauses  on  the  record,  and  no  additional  expense  would  be 
occasioned  except  by  this  application;  the  Master  dealt  with 
the  matter  on  a  wrong  principle;  there  is  nothing  improper 
in  the  plaintiff  putting  upon  the  record  a  statement  of  the 
reasons  why  she  has  come  to  the  Court  seeking  a  declaratory 
judgment  without  any  consequential  relief. 

Appeal  allowed,  and  motion  dismissed.  Costs  here  and 
below  to  be  costs  in  the  cause. 


November  15th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 
KELLY  V.  POLLOCK. 

Pledge  —  Bailment  of  Animal  —  Pasturage  —  Subsequent  Advances- 
Distinction  hetween  Pledge  and  Chattel  Mortgage, 

Appeal  by  Kelly,  the  judgment  creditor,  from  a  decision 
of  the  Judge  presiding  in  the  1st  Division  Court  in  the 
county  of  Lambton  in  favour  of  the  claimant,  McGregor,  in 
an  interpleader  issue,  and  from  the  Judge's  order  refusing  a 
new  trial.  The  appellant  under  an  execution  against  the 
judgment  debtor,  Pollock,  had  seized  a  mare  called  "Pigeon" 
and  her  foal,  and  another  mare  called  "Silver,"  all  in  the 
possession  of  McGregor,  who  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  hold 
them  as  against  the  judgment  creditor.  The  Judge  below 
decided  in  favour  of  the  claimant  as  to  all  the  goods  in  ques- 
tion, holding  that  there  was  a  valid  pledge  of  them  to  the 
claimant  by  the  judgment  debtor 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  appellant. 

D.  L.  McCarthy,  for  claimant. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Street,  J.,  Britton,  J.) 
was  delivered  by 

Street,  J.: — The  appellant  abandoned  upon  the  argu- 
ment his  claim  to  "  Pigeon  "  and  ber  foal  and  insisted  only 
on  his  claim  to  "  Silver.''  The  facts  were,  that  the  judg- 
ment debtor  placed  "  Silver  "  with  the  claimant  to  Ix*  ])as- 
tured  at  a  fixed  price  per  month,  for  which  [{  was  agreed  tha^ 
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the  claimant  should  be  entitled  to  hold  her.  After  some 
months  the  judgment  debtor  obtained  an  accommodation  note 
for  $60  from  the  claimant  upon  the  understanding  that  he 
was  to  hold  the  mare  as  security  for  the  payment  of  the  note 
as  well  as  of  the  pasturage,  and  with  the  further  express 
understanding  that  if  the  claimant  should  be  called  on  to  pay 
the  note,  the  mare  was  to  be  his. 

The  distinction  between  a  mortgjige  and  a  pledge  of  chat- 
tel property  is  well  recognized :  Ex  p.  Hubbard,  17  Q.  B.  D. 
090 ;  Hilton  v.  Tucker,  39  Ch.  D.  669.  The  essential  distinc- 
tion is,  that  in  a  mortgage  there  is  a  transfer  of  the  property, 
but  not  necessarily  of  the  possession ;  in  a  pledge,  the  posses- 
sion must  pass,  but  there  is  no  transfer  of  the  property  in  the 
goods ;  if  both  the  property  and  the  possession  pass,  the  trans- 
action is  a  mortgage :    Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  sec.  1030. 

In  this  case  there  was  no  idea  in  the  original  transaction 
as  to  the  pasturage  that  the  property  in  the  mare  should  pass, 
but  only  the  possession,  and  the  transaction  with  regard  to 
the  note  did  not  involve  any  change  in  this  respect.  THe 
stipulation  as  to  the  change  of  ownership  m  the  event  of 
default  in  payment  of  the  note  affords  quite  as  strong  an 
argument  in  favour  of  the  view  that  the  entire  ownership  was 
to  remain  in  the  judgment  debtor  meantime,  as  of  any  other 
deduction  which  might  be  drawn  from  it.  The  transactions 
between  the  judgment  debtor  and  the  claimant  took  place  at 
a  period  sufficiently  long  before  the  judgment  creditor's 
rights  were  brought  into  question,  to  do  away  with  any  sus- 
picion of  a  lack  of  good  faith.  The  Judge  below  was  correct 
in  holding  the  transaction  to  have  been  one  of  pledge. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

November  15th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 
BIRNEY  V.  TORONTO  MILK  CO. 

« 

Company—Hiring  of  Manager— Company  not  Going  into  Operation— 
Absence  of  By-law  or  Contract  under  Seal — Claim  for  Payment 
for  8eri>ice8  — Appointment  of  Director  as  Manager— Salary— 
Necessity  for  Confirmation  by  Shareholders, 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  Lount,  J.,  who 
tried  the  action  without  a  jury  at  Toronto,  in  favour  of  plain- 
tiff for  $495  and  costs, the  amount  claimed  by  plaintiff  for  sal- 
ary as  manager  of  defendants*  business  for  the  first  18  weeks. 
The  defendants  denied  any  contract  binding  upon  them.  The 
company  never  went  into  operation,  but  plaintiff  alleged 
that  he  subscribed  for  $12,000  of  the  stock  of  the  company 
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and  that  it  was  paid  up  by  commission  for  his  services,  and 
tliat  he  earned  his  salary  as  manager  by  his  efforts  to  induce 
certain  milkmen  to  go  upon  the  board  and  to  advance  the 
money  necessary  to  enable  the  company  to  begin  business. 

The  appeal  was  heard  by  a  Divisional  Court  composed  of 
Street,  J.,  Britton,  J. 

J.  B.  O'Brian,  for  defendants. 

J.  M.  Godfrey,  for  plaintiff. 

Street,  J. : — -The  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  upon 
a  contract  with  the  company,  because  no  by-law  for  his  ap- 
pointment as  manager  of  the  company  was  passed,  and  no 
contract  was  made  with  him  under  the  seal  of  the  company. 
The  Ontario  Companies  Act,  li.  S.  0.  1897  ch.  191,  sec.  47, 
contemplates  that  such  appointment  should  be  made  by  by- 
law, and,  apart  from  the  statute,  whatever  latitude  may  be 
allowed  to  trading  corporations  in  the  manner  of  appoint- 
ment of  mere  servants,  or  in  the  case  of  casual  or  temporary 
hirings,  appointments  of  an  important  character,  such  as 
that  of  the  manager  of  a  company,  in  order  to  be  binding 
must  be  under  seal:  Ke  Ontario  Express  Co.,  25  0.  K. 
587;  Tunston  v.  Imperial  Gaslight  Co.,  3  B.  &  Ad.  125,  132; 
Church  V.  Imperial  Gas.  Co.,  6  A.  &  E.  861 ;  Young  v.  Lea- 
mington, 8  App.  Cas.  517;  Lindley  on  Companies,  6th  ed., 
p.  269  et  seq. 

The  plaintiff  is  further  prevented  from  recovering  by  the 
effect  of  sec.  48  of  B.  S.  0.  ch.  191,  which  requires  a  by-law 
for  the  payment  of  a  director — and  plaintiff  was  a  director — 
to  be  confirmed  by  a  general  meeting.  This  section  requires 
the  sanction  of  the  shareholders  as  a  condition  precedent  to 
the  validity  of  every  payment  voted  by  directors  to  any  one 
or  more  of  themselves,  whether  under  the  guise  of  fees  for 
their  attendance  at  board  meetings  or  for  the  performance 
of  any  other  services  for  the  company.  .  .  .  The  section 
should  be  given  a  broad  and  wholesome  interpretation,  and 
should  be  held  wide  enough  to  prevent  a  president  and  board 
of  directors  from  voting  to  themselves  or  to  any  one  or  more 
of  themselves  any  remuneration  whatever  for  any  services 
rendered  to  the  company  without  the  authority  of  a  general 
meeting.  Dictum  in  Re  Ontario  Express  Co.,  supra,  as  to 
this,  not  followed. 

Britton,  J.: — ^There  was  no  properly  authorized  con- 
tract under  the  seal  of  the  corporation,  and  this  is  not  a 
case  in  which  plaintiff  can  succeed  upon  an  executed  consider- 
ation. The  plaintiff  as  promoter  was  endeavouring  to  enal)le 
the  company  to  become  a  going  concern.     That  was  all  he 
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did,  and  for  this  he  received  the  paid-up  stock.  The  com- 
pany never  was  in  a  position  to  recjuire  the  services  of  a 
manager,  and  plaintiff  knew  this.  Until  the  company  was 
ready  to  buy,  sell,  and  deal  in  milk,  there  was  to  be  no  actual 
hiring  of  plaintiff. 

Appeal  allowed  with  costs  and  action  dismissed  with  costs. 


Boyd,  C.  November  17th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

FARLEY  V.  SANSON. 

Landlord  and  Tenant— Lease— Renewal— ArbitratUm^Lessee—Saming 
Arbitrator  under  Protest—Landlord  Appointing  Sole  Arbitrator. 

Action  by  the  lessee  under  a  lease  from  defendants,  the 
Rwtor  and  Wardens  of  Trinity  Church.  Toronto,  for  a  declar- 
ati(m  tliat  plaintiff  is  not  obliged  to  take  a  renewal  of  the 
lease,  and  to  restrain  defendants  from  proceeding  with  an 
arbitration  by  a  sole  arbitrator. 

Delamere,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

A.  E.  O'Meara,  for  defendants. 

Boyd,  C.  : — The  plaintiff  contended  that  there  was  no 
right  to  arbitrate  as  to  the  new  lease  on  account  of  the  con- 
duct of  the  lessors,  and  was  unwilling  to  arbitrate  till  this 
was  determined.  The  defendants,  however,  urged  on  the 
preliminaries  for  the  purpose  of  having  arbitrators  ap- 
pointed, and  to  this  plaintiff  responded  by  naming  an  arbi- 
trator under  protest  so  as  to  save  his  rights  in  regard  to  his 
contention.  This  nomination  defendants  refused  to  accept 
and  proceeded  to  appoint  a  sole  arbitrator,  proceeding  as  if 
])laintiff  had  made  no  appointment.  In  my  opinion  the  de- 
fendants had  no  power  to  appoint  a  sole  arbitrator,  and  the 
Court  had  jurisdiction  to  restrain  the  prosecution  of  the  mat- 
ter by  the  sole  arbitrator.  The  arbitration  might  have  pro- 
ceeded in  the  ordinary  form  of  three  arbitrators,  notwith- 
standing the  protest  of  the  plaintiff,  who  might  at  the  end 
have  had  the  benefit  of  his  legal  objection :  Ringland  v. 
l^wndcs,  17  C.  B.  N.  S.  514;  Direct  Cable  Co.  v.  Dominion 
Telegraph  Co.,  2S  Gr.  648;  Kills  v.  Moore,  [1895]  1  Q.  B. 
2o2 ;  North  London  v.  Great  Northern  K.  W.  Co.,  11  Q.  B.  D. 
30 ;  Beddow  v.  Beddow,  9  Ch.  D.  89 ;  Farrar  v.  Cooper,  44  Ch. 
I),  at  p.  327. 

Judgment  declaring  that  plaintiff  is  obliged  to  take  a  re- 
nt^wal  of  the  lease  and  restraining  defendants  from  proceed- 
in  <r  before  the  sole  arbitrator.    No  costs. 
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CHAMBERS. 

He  Mckenzie. 

Wiltr-Construction— Annuities— /Setting  apart  Fund  for—Defldeneu 
of  Ineome  —  Encroaching  on  Principal  —  Rights  of  Residuary 
Legatees, 

Motion  by  way  of  originating  notice  under  Rule  938,  by 
Catharine  AicKenzie  and  Isabella  Henderson,  annuitants 
under  the  will  of  William  McKenzie,  who  died  on  3rd  Janu- 
ary, 1894,  at  the  village  of  Morrisburg,  having  made  his  will 
on  tlie  Gtli  September,  1893,  for  a  summary  order  declaring 
tlie  construction  of  the  will. 

The  testator  made  specific  bequests  of  money  and  per- 
sonal property  to  relatives  and  friends,  and  also  devised  cer- 
tain lands  in  fee  to  his  brother  James,  to  his  sisters  Isabella 
Henderson  and  Janet  McKenzie,  and  to  his  nephew  Jamet 
McKenzie.  Then,  after  devising  to  his  sister  Janet  a  life  estate 
in  part  of  the  west  half  of  lot  31  in  the  1st  concession  of  Wil- 
liamsburg, the  testator  gave  the  remainder  in  that  land  and 
all   the   residue   of    his   property,  real  and  personal,  to   his 
executors  "  in  trust  to  provide  means  to  pay  the  expense  of 
administration,  to  pay  my  debts  and  liabilities,  and  to  pay  the 
biHjuests  hereinafter   made    ...     to  deposit  at  interest 
.     .     .     or  invest    .     .     .       any  balance  that  may  be  on 
hand  at  any  time  to  form  a  fund  to  keep  up  the  yearly  pay- 
ments to  my  sisters     .     .     .     namely,  to  pay  to  each  of  my 
sisters,  Janet,  Margaret,  Isabella,  and  Catharine,  $250  a  year, 
or  if  there  be  not  so  much  available  in   any   year,  then  to 
divide  equally  between  them  what  may  be  available,  and  make 
up  the  deficiency  to  them  when  there  are  funds  to  do  it  with, 
and  to  pay  to  any  of  them  who  may  have  greater  need  on 
account  of  ill-health  or  misfortune  a  greater  sum  than  to  the 
others,  and  a  greater  sum  than  $250,  as  in  the  opinion  of  the 
executors  may  be  fit.     After  sufficient  funds  have  been  in- 
vested to  keep  up  the  payments  to  my  sisters  as  aforesaid, 
then  the  executors  to  pay    .     .     .     (certain  legacies)    .    .    . 
And  to  pay  to  the  children  of  my  brother  James  McKenzie 
whatever  may  remain  of  the  estate,  share  and  share  alike,  and 
so  that  the  child  or  children   of   such   as  may  be  dead  will 
take  his,  her,  or  their  parent's  share.^'     Janet  died  in  1897 
and  Margaret  in  1901.    The  testator's  brother  James  died  on 
15th  March,  1902,  leaving  six  children,  who  were  all  of  age 
and  the  only  residuary  legatees  under  the  will.     The  estate 
was. valued  for  probate  at  $81,127.43.     After  providing  for 
prior  bequests,  the  income  of  the  estate  was  not  sufficient  to 
pay  the  applicants  $250  a  year  each. 
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A.  II.  Marsh,  'K.C.,  for  the  applicants,  contended  that 
the  capital  should  he  applied  to  make  up  the  deficienc}'. 

E.  D.  Armour,  K.C.,  for  the  residuary  legatees  and  others. 

J.  R.  Meredith,  for  the  executors. 

MacMahon,  J. : — The  language  of  that  part  of  the  will 
providing  for  the  creation  of  a  fund  to  meet  the  annuities 
indicates  that  the  testator  intended  that  the  whole  fund  so 
created  should  be  available  to  pay  the  annuities.  The  fund 
out  of  which  the  yearly  payments  are  to  be  made  is  a  fund 
directed  to  be  formed  from  the  various  sources  specified  in 
the  will.  There  is  no  direction  that  the  annuities  are  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  income  derived  from  the  fund.  But,  even  had 
such  a  direction  been  contained  in  the  will,  it  would  not  have 
deprived  the  annuitants  of  the  right  to  resort  to  the  corpus 
to  meet  any  deficiency  in  the  annuities:  Mason  v.  Eobinson, 
8  Ch.  D.  411 ;  lUesley  v.  Randall,  50  L.  T.  717;  Birch  v.  Sher- 
ratt,  L.  R.  2  Ch.  at  p.  649 ;  Cannichael  v.  Gee,  5  App.  Cas. 
o88;  Jones  v.  Jones,  18  Gr.  317. 

Order  made  declaring  that  the  applicants,  Isabella  Hen- 
derson and  Catharine  McKenzie,  are  entitled,  to  be  paid  the 
annuities  of  $250  each  and  arrears  by  payment  out  of  the 
corpus  of  the  testator^s  death,  and  that  any  balance  of  their 
annuities  remaining  unpaid  at  the  death  of  Janet  and  Mar- 
garet respectively  should  be  paid  to  their  personal  represen- 
tatives. Costs  of  all  parties  out  of  the  estate;  those  of  the 
executors  as  between  solicitor  and  client. 


Boyd,  C.  November  18th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

HIME  V.  TOWN  OF  TORONTO  JUNCTION. 

Assessment  and  Taxes— Actwn  to  Set  aside  Tax  Sale— Prior  Tax  Sale 
—Purchase  by  Municipality— Lien— Redemption^Vosts— Interest. 

Action  to  set  aside  a  tax  sale. 

J.  B.  Clarke,  K.C.,  and  C.  Swabey,  for  plaintiffs, 

W.  E.  Raney,  for  defendant  corporation. 

A.  Mills  and  G.  Grant,  for  the  other  defendants. 

Boyd,  C. — No  question  arose  as  to  the  validity  of  the 
sale  as  against  defendants,  for  the  purchasers  were  willing  to 
forego  all  claims  on  being  recouped  the  amounts  paid  by  them 
at  the  tax  sale.  There  was  a  sale  de  facto,  and  there  was 
a  legal  assessment  for  the  years  1898,  1899,  1900,  in  respect 
of  which  the  sale  now  under  consideration  was  had.  True, 
the  town  had  under  the  statute,  R.  S.  0.  ch.  224,  sec.  183, 
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become  purchaser  of  the  lots  in  question  for  prior  taxes,  for 
which  the  earlier  sale  was  held,  in  respect  of  the  taxes  up 
to  1897;  but  the  time  for  redemption  was  current  till  19th 
October,  1900,  and  no  title  was  in  fact  vested  by  conveyance 
in  the  town  till  9th  April,  1901.  So  that  it  was  competent 
for  the  tax  officers  to  assess  taxes  validly  on  these  lots  for  the 
3'ears  1898-1900 :  sec- 192.  These  lots  were  not  exempt  under 
the  statute  when  the  assessments  were  made  in  the  years  1898- 
1900;  at  the  outside  the  lots  did  not  belong  to  the  town  till 
after  15th  October,  1900,  before  which  that  year's  taxes  had 
been  imposed.  There  is  no  valid  reason  why  the  purchasers 
should  not  have  the  full  benefit  of  sec.  218  of  the  Act, 
which,  being  read  with  sec.  222,  declares  that  anyone  who 
purchases  at  any  sale  under  colour  of  any  statute  authorizing 
sales  of  land  for  taxes  in  arrear  shall  have  a  lien  on  the  lands 
for  the  purchase  money  paid  and  interest,  to  be  enforced 
against  the  lands.  As  against  plaintiffs,  that  is  the  measure 
of  relief  to  which  all  the  tax  purchasers  are  entitled. 

Judgment  for  payment  of  that  amount,  with  interest  at 
ten  per  cent,  and  costs  of  suit,  to  be  paid  within  a  month; 
otherwise  to  be  realized  out  of  the  sale  of  the  lots  respectively 
according  to  the  amount  chargeable  on  each  as  to  each  pur- 
chaser. Xo  costs  to  be  taxed  as  to  those  purchasers  who  are 
noted  in  default. 

The  proper  construction  of  the  agreement  and  dealings  be- 
tween plaintiffs  and  the  town  corporation  does  not  require 
the  latter  to  intervene  for  the  purpose  of  paying  these  taxes 
and  saving  plaintiffs  harmless  therefrom. 

Action  dismissed  with  costs  to  the  defendant  town  cor- 
poration. 


Boyd,  C.  Xovember  19th,  1902. 

chambers. 

Re  PHELAX. 

Will— Devise— Restraint   on    Alienation— Yalidity— Case    Stated— Ke* 
ferenee  to  Divisional  Court— Res  Judicata. 

Case  stated  by  the  Master  of  Titles.  The  question  arose 
upon  the  will  of  D.  T.  O'SuUivan.  which,  after  devising  cer- 
tain lands  to  his  nephews,  provided  that:  "Neither  of  my 
said  nephews  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  sell  his  half  of  the  said 
property  to  anyone  except  to  persons  of  the  name  of  O'Sul- 
livan  in  my  own  family.  This  condition  to  attach  to  every 
purchase  of  the  said  property."  Ellen  Phelan,  a  married 
sister  of  one  of  the  nephews  (both  O'Sullivans),  applied  to  be 
registered  as  owner  of  the  lands  under  the  Land  Titles  Act. 
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The  Master  asked  whether  the  provision  in  the  will  was  valid, 
and  if  not,  whether  the  applicant  was  entitled  to  be  registered 
as  owner  free  from  the  condition. 

W.  A.  Skeans,  for  the  applicant. 

F.  W.  Harcourt,  for  infants  interested. 

Boyd,  C. — In  my  opinion,  the  restriction  attempted  to 
be  imposed  oy  the  testator  on  the  power  of  alienation  is  void, 
but,  owing  to  the  contrary  decision  in  O'Sullivan  v.  Phelan, 
17  0.  B.  730,  effect  can  not  be  given  to  this  judgment,  and 
the  question  must  be  referred  to  a  Divisional  Court.  I  ex- 
press no  opinion  as  to  whether  or  not  the  question  is  res 
judicata. 


BovD,  C.  XovEMBER  19th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

SWAYZIE  V.  TOWNSHIP  OF  MONTAGUE. 

Municipal  Corimration— Drainage— Flooding  Private  Land^— Calvert 
—Increase  in  Rupidity  of  Flow  of  Water— KJause  of  Action, 

Action  for  damages  to  tlie  plaintiff's  land  and  crops  by 
flooding,  alleged  by  him  to  have  been  caused  by  the  defendants 
making  a  junction  of  two  drains,  known  as  the  Carroll  and 
Guthrie  drains. 

Boyd,  C. — There  was  in  fact  no  junction.  The  only  act 
of  the  defendants  which  could  have  given  the  plaintiff  a  right 
to  recover  against  them  was  the  putting  in  of  a  new  culvert 
at  a  place  whore  there  had  previously  been  a  means  of  escape 
for  water,  and  one  was  necessary.  The  water  found  its  way 
from  the  Carroll  drain  into  a  swamp  and  thence  into  the 
Guthrie  drain,  and  the  only  effect  of  the  culvert  was  that, 
by  increasing  the  rapidity,  though*  not  the  volume,  of  the  flow, 
the  amount  of  water  in  the  swamp  was  increased  for  a  few 
days.  As  to  the  damage  resulting  from  this  increased 
rapidity  of  flow,  there  was  no  evidence.  For  any  damage 
caused  by  the  Guthrie  drain  the  defendants  were  not  liable. 

Action  dismissed  with  costs. 


THE 
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Street,  J.  November  21st,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

BLACK  V.  IMPERIAL  BOOK  CO. 

Copyright— Infringement  —  Importation  of  Foreign  Reprints  —  Title 
of  Plaintiffs— License— Notice  to  Customs  Authorities— Insuffi- 
ciency of. 

Action  to  restrain  defendants  from  infringing  plaintiffs' 
copyright  in  the  9th  edition  of  the  Encyclopaedia  Britannica 
by  the  importation  by  defendants  into  Canada  of  copies  of 
the  work  printed  in  the  United  States.  The  defendants  set 
up  that  the  copyright  had  been  assigned  by  plaintiffs  to  the 
Clarke  Co.,  and  that,  as  this  assignment  had  not  been  re- 
gistered at  Stationers'  Hall,  neither  plaintiffs  nor  the  Clarke 
Co.  had  a  right  to  sue. 

Walter  Barwick,  K.C.,  and  J.  H.  Moss,  for  plaintiffs. 

S.  H.  Blake,  K.C.,  for  defendant  company. 

A.  Mills,  for  defendant  Hales. 

Street,  J. — -The  agreement  with  the  Clarke  Co.  was  in 
effect  a  mere  license  to  publish  the  work  in  question  for  a 
period  which  would  expire  before  the  expiry  of  the  copyright, 
and,  as  there  was  no  assignment  of  the  copyright  itself,  the 
plaintiffs  had  proved  a  suflScient  title. 

The  defendants  also  set  up  that  no  notice  had  been  given 
to  the  customs  authorities  under  sec.  152  of  the  Imperial 
Customs  Act  of  1876  (39  &  40  Vict.  ch.  36).  This  section 
must  be  read  along  with  the  17th  section  of  the  Imperial 
Copyright  Act  of  1842,  and  must  be  construed  as  making  it 
necessary  that,  before  there  can  be  an  unlawful  importation 
of  a  copyright  work,  notice  shall  have  been  given  to  the  Cus- 
toms shewing  the  name  of  the  work,  the  owners  of  the  copy- 
right, and  the  date  of  its  expiration.  The  notice  of  which 
probf  was  here  offered,  which  correctly  set  out  the  name  of 
the  book  and  the  owners  of  the  copyright.  Hut  incorrectly 
stated  the  date  of  the  expiry  of  the  copyright,  as  the  30th 

O.W.R.  NO.  41 
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January,  1924,  instead  of  29th  or  30th  January,  1917,  was 
insufl&cient  under  the  section   referred   to,    and   the    plain- 
tiffs, therefore,  had  no  right  which  they  could  enforce  with 
respect  to  imported  reprints. 
Action  dismissed  with  costs. 


Brittox,  J.  November  24:TH,  1902 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

ee  grimshaw  and  GRIMSHAW. 

Arbitration  and  Atoardr-Arbitrators  not  Taking  dov^n  Evidence  in 
Writing— Objection  not  Raisedr— Findings  of  Arbitrators— liJnvrM 
Setting  aside  Award— Costs— Uncertainty, 

Application  by  Delos  Grimshaw  to  set  aside  an  award 
whereby  the  arbitrators  between  the  parties  found  $145  due 
from  the  applicant  to  Coleman  Grimshaw  in  respect  of  pro- 
duce and  on  other  accounts. 

Britton,  J.,  held,  (1)  that,  as  no  objection  had  been 
made  upon  tlie  arbitration  to  the  incomplete  taking  down 
of  the  evidence  in  writing,  none  was  open  now;  (2)  that 
the  arbitrators  were  clearly  wrong  in  not  allowing  the  appli- 
cant $192.73  received  by  Coleman  Grimshaw  from  the  sale 
of  some  hay  and  oats  replevied  by  him  from  the  applicant; 
(3)  that,  upon  the  evidence  so  far  before  them,  they  were 
wrong  in  allowing  $50  for  straw  in  favour  of  Coleman  Grim- 
shaw; and  (4)  that  the  award  was  too  vague  and  uncertain 
at.  to  costs. 

Award  set  aside  and  all  these  matters  remitted  to  the  arbi- 
trators for  reconsideration ;  costs  of  this  application  (fixed  at 
$25)  to  be  paid  by  Coleman  Grimshaw. 


Boyd,  C.  November  24th,  1902. 

weekly  court. 

Re  CORBETT  AND  HARTIN. 

Will— Det'ise— Description  of  Land— Statute  of  Frauds— Identifying 
Land— Restraint   on  Alienation^-Invaliditp— Repugnancy, 

Application  under  the  Vendors  and  Purchasers  Act.  Tlie 
testator  devised  the  land  in  question  in  these  terms:  "To 
my  brother  Patrick  all  that  lot  of  land  in  the  township  of 
Croulbourn  .  .  .  being  the  east  half  of  lot  number  27 
ill  the  said  township,  and  to  the  heirs  of  his  body  lawfully 
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begotten,  subject  to  a  charge  of  £40  to  be  paid  to  my  brother 
Nelson  in  instalments,  the  first  instalment  to  be  payable  one 
year  after  my  said  brother  Patrick  shall  take  possession  of 
the  said  lands,  which  shall  not  be  till  three  years  after  my 
decease,  my  father  retaining  possession  of  the  said  land  dur- 
ing the  said  term  for  his  own  benefit.  .  .  .  And  I  further 
direct  that  the  said  lot  shall  at  no  time  ever  be  mortgaged, 
sold,  or  let,  and  that  if  my  brother  Patrick  should  die  without 
issue  lawfully  begotten,  the  said  lands  shall  descend  to  my 
next  younger  brother  and  his  heirs  as  aforesaid/' 

Boyd,  C,  held,  first,  that  the  words  of  description  in  the 
will,  which  did  not  include  any  mention  of  the  concession, 
were  not  per  se  sufficient  to  operate  as  a  devise  of  the  lands; 
and  that,  as  the  ambiguity  was  patent,  to  admit  parol  evidence 
of  the  intention  of  the  testator,  in  order  to  identify  the  lands, 
would  be  to  go  in  the  teeth  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  But 
held,  also,  that  looking  at  the  provision  giving  the  testator^B 
father  the  benefit  of  the  land  for  a  term  of  three  years,  and 
the  undisputed  evidence  of  the  fact  that  testator^s  father  had 
after  testator's  death  worked  lot  27  in  the  10th  concession  of 
Goulboum  jointly  with  his  son  Patrick  until  the  latter  died, 
aged  22,  in  1848,  there  was  no  difficulty  in  finding  that  the 
will  carried  the  land  to^  the  beneficiary  named  therein. 

Held,  on  the  second  point,  that  the  clause  restricting 
alienation  was  not  operative,  since  it  expressly  referred  only 
to  the  first  devise  to  Patrick,  and  since,  even  if  it  were  to  be 
read  as  applicable  as  well  to  the  devise  to  Nelson,  Patrick's 
younger  brother,  the  present  vendor,  then  the  point  waa 
covered  by  Re  Thomas  and  Shannon,  30  0.  R.  51,  and  that 
the  restrictive  clause  must,  therefore,  be  held  void  as  repug- 
nant to  the  nature  of  the  estate  devised. 

Order  declaring  in  favour  of  the  title. 


November  24th,  1902. 

C.  A. 

DAVIS  V.  WALKER. 

Donatio  Mortis  Causa  —  Solicitor  —  Lack  of  Ifidependent  Advice  — 
Action  against  Administrator— ^ ant  of  Corroboration— Burden 
of  Proof— Costs, 

An  appeal  by  plaintiflf  from  judgment  of  Falconbridge, 
C.J.,  ante  3,  dismissing  the  action. 

The  defendant  was  administrator  of  the  estate  of  Betsy 
Ann  Walker,  who  died  on  the  28th  February,  1900,  intestate 
and  without  children. 
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The  plaintiff  sued  to  recover  from  the  estate  of  the  de- 
ceased a  sum  of  $1^500^  representing  the  amount  of  certain 
bank  deposits  and  of  sums  due  to  the  deceased  upon  a  mort- 
gage and  under  an  agreement  for  sale  of  a  parcel  of  land. 
The  plaintiff  asserted  that  on  the  day  before  her  death  the 
deceased  gave  him  the  bank  book,  mortgage,  and  agreement, 
and  that  they  were  received  by  him  as  a  donatio  mortis  causa. 

The  Chief  Justice  found  that  at  the  time  in  question  the 
plaintiff  was  the  solicitor  of  the  deceased;  and  held  that, 
having  relation  to  that  fact  and  the  circumstances  under 
'W'hich'the  alleged  gift  was  made,  it  was  not  valid.  At  the 
time  when  the  gift  was  made  the  deceased  and  plaintiff  were 
alone;  there  had  been  no  previous  intimation  to  plaintiff  or 
any  one  else  of  an  intention  to  make  the  gift,  no  other  or 
disinterested  person  was  called  in,  and  no  advice  or  explana- 
tion as  to  the  nature  and  effect  of  the  proposed  gift  was  given 
by  plaintiff  or  any  one  else. 

The  appeal  was  heard  by  Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
Garrow,  JJ.A. 

T.  Langton,  K.C.,  and  W.  R.  Riddell,  K.C.,  for  appellant. 
E.  S.  Wigle,  Windsor,  for  defendant. 

Moss,  J.A. — In  jny  opinion,  the  judgment  appealed  from 
is  right  and  should  be  affirmed.  The  evidence  makes  it  clear 
that  for  many  years  before  the  transaction  in  question  and 
down  to  the  day  on  which  it  took  place,  the  plaintiff  was  the 
trusted  solicitor  and  business  adviser  of  the  deceased,  and 
that  the  relation  had  never  been  severed.  The  transaction 
took  place,  therefore,  during  the  subsistence  in  its  fullest 
influence  of  the  relation  of  solicitor  and  client.  The  handing 
over  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  sum  of  $1,500,  or  the  placing  him 
iu  possession  of  documents  or  indicia  of  title  which  would 
enable  him  to  receive  that  sum,  was  an  act  of  bounty  on  the 
part  of  the  deceased,  and  none  the  less  so  because  it  was  made 
with  the  intention,  to  borrow  the  expression  of  Lord  Russell 
of  Killowen,  C.J.,  in  Cain  v.  Moon,  [1896]  2  Q.  B.  283, 
*^  that  it  should  revert  to  the  donor  in  case  of  her  recovery.'^ 

The  rule  of  law  with  regard  to  gifts  bv  clients  to  their 
solicitors,  is  much  stricter  than  the  rule  with  regard  to  other 
dealings  between  them,  and  it  has  been  so  from  an  early 
period.  In  Torason  v.  Judge,  3  Drew.  306,  Vice-Chancellor 
Kindersley,  at  p.  314,  pointed  out  the  difference  between  a 
gift  and  a  purchase.  ...  In  O'Brien  v.  Lewis,  4  Giff. 
221,  Sir  John  Stuart,  Y.-C,  expressed  the  rule  in  substanti- 
ally similar  terms,  and  his  decision  was  affirmed  by  Lord 
Westbury,  32  L.  J.  Ch.  572. 


747 

While  the  relation  exists,  so  long  as  it  remains  iinsevered 
-either  by  the  solicitor  having  ceased  to  hold  the  position  of  or 
to  act  as  solicitor  for  the  donor,  or  possibly  by  the  interven- 
tion of  other  and  wholly  independent  advisers  as  to  the  nature 
and  effect  of  the  particular  transaction,  a  solicitor  cannot 
validly  accept  a  bounty  from  his  client.  In  Morgan  v.  Minet^ 
€  Gh.  D.  638,  Vice-chancellor  Bacon  states  the  matter  at 
p.  646-7.     .     .     . 

I  see  no  reason  why  the  rule  should  not  apply  to  a  donatio 
mortis  causa,  as  much  as  to  a  gift  inter  vivos.  It  is  not 
necessary  to  determine  whether  Walsh  v.  Studdart,  4  Dr.  & 
War.  159,  2  C.  &  L.  423,  was  a  case  of  donatio  mortis  causa  or 
of  gift  inter  vivos.  The  remarks  of  Sir  E.  Sugden  as  to  the 
^uty  of  a  solicitor  receiving  a  present  from  his  client  have 
a  bearing  upon  the  point.  See  especially  p.  428  of  the  last 
mentioned  report.  The  rule  has  been  held  to  apply  so  as  to 
exclude  the  ordinary  presumption  of  a  gift  to  a  son  being  an 
advancement  in  a  case  where  the  son  was  also  the  solicitor  of 
his  parent :  Garrett  v.  Wilkinson,  2  DeG.  &  S.  244.  If  there 
id  to  be  anv  difference,  and  the  case  of  a  donatio  mortis  causa 
i-  to  be  likened  to  the  case  of  a  provision  in  favour  of  a  soli- 
citor contained  in  a  will  drawn  by  himself  or  under  his  in- 
structions, then  it  lies  upon  the  solicitor  claiming  the  benefit 
to  remove  all  suspicion,  and  to  prove  affirmatively  that  the 
<lonor  was  fully  aware  of  the  nature  and  effect  of  the  gift, 
and  with  such  knowledge  approved  of  what  was  being  done. 
In  this  case,  if  all  that  the  plaintiff  states  occurred  between 
him  and  the  deceased  had  been  written  down  bv  him  and 
fiigned  by  her,  the  production  of  that  paper  would  not  have 
been  sufficient  to  establish  the  plaintiff's  case. 

There  is  an  entire  absence  of  evidence  to  shew  that  the 
yiature  of  the  transaction  was  explained,  or  that  the  usual 
precautions  for  making  sure  that  she  fully  understood  what 
she  was  doing,  and  its  effect  with  regard  to  the  property  she 
was  dealing  with,  were  adopted :  Tyrrell  v.  Painton,  [1894] 
r.  151. 

I  think*  the  plaintiff  has  failed  to  establish  a  case  for  the 
relief  he  seeks. 

The  defendant  claims  by  way  of  cross-appeal  to  vary  the 
judgment  of  the  learned  Chief  Justice  by  directing  the  plain- 
tiff to  pay  the  defendant's  costs  of  the  action,  but  I  think  no 
case  has  been  shewn  for  interfering  with  the  discretion  ex- 
ercised. 

The  appeal  and  cross-appeal  should  be  dismissed. 

Garrow,  J.A.,  concurred  in  the  judgment  of  Moss,  J.A. 
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OsLER^  J.A. — ^I  think  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed.  I 
rest  my  judgment  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintifiPs  testi- 
mony has  not  been  corroborated  as  required  by  sec.  10  of  the 
Evidence  Act,  R.  S.  0.  1897  ch.  73.    .    .    . 

Maclennan,  J.A. — If  the  gift  in  question  were  claimed 
as  absolute,  and  not  one  causa  mortis,  and  therefore  revoc- 
able, the  case  of  Walsh  v.  Studdart,  4  Dr.  &  War.  171,  on 
which  the  Chief  Justice  rested  his  judgment,  would  be  con- 
clusive. It  was  not  a  case  of  donatio  mortis  causa  at  all, 
although  indexed  as  such  in  the  report,  and  treated  as  such 
in  1  W.  &  T.  L.  C.  406,  413.  [Discussion  of  that  case.] 
*****  ««* 

A  donatio  mortis  causa  being  revocable  ab  initio,  and 
being  conditional  upon  the  death  of  the  donor,  resembles  a 
legacy  in  most  respects,  and  the  equities  applicable  cannot 
bo  dififerent.  I,  therefore,  think  that  the  law  applicable  to 
wills  is  that  which  is  to  be  applied  to  such  gifts,  and  not  that 
which  is  applicable  to  gifts  inter  vivos.  [Collins  v.  Kilroy, 
1  0.  L.  R.  503,  referred  to.]  It  was  there  pointed  out  that 
a  person  standing  in  a  fiduciary  relation  may  lawfully  exert 
his  influence  to  obtain  a  legacy,  and  unless  there  has  been 
something  amounting  to  coercion  or  fraud,  such  legacy  is 
good :  Huguenin  v.'  Basely,  1  W.  &  T.  L.  C,  7th  ed.,  p.  287,. 
and  cases  there  cited;  Kerr  on  Fraud,  3rd  ed.,  pp.  274-9. 
Nothing  of  the  kind  has  been  proved  here.  There  is,  how- 
ever, the  other  rule  stated  by  Lord  Hatherley  in  Fulton  v. 
Andrew,  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  471,  that  a  person  who  is  instrumental 
in  the  framing  of  a  will,  and  who  obtains  a  bounty  by  that 
will,  has  thrown  upon  him  the  onus  of  shewing  tiie  righteous- 
ness of  the  transaction.  If  the  plaintiff  is  to  be  regarded  as 
having  been  instrumental  in  procuring  this  donation,  then 
I  think  he  has  discharged  that  onus.  .  .  .  If  it  is  proved, 
as  I  think  it  is,  that  the  donor  and  the  plaintiff  and  his  family 
had  for  a  long  time  been  intimate  friends,  that  she  had  for 
some  timp  an  intention  of  giving  him  her  property  at  her 
death,  that  without  any  request  or  solicitation  on  his  part 
she  came  to  his  house,  and  while  there  made  these  gifts  to 
him  in  the  manner  he  has  described,  I  think  the  plaintiff  has 
shewn,  that  the  transaction  was  righteous,  and  that  it  is  valid. 

I  therefore  think  the  appeal  should  be  allowed  with  costs^ 
and  that  there  should  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  with 
costs. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs;  Maclennan,  J. A.,  disa. 
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November  24th/  1902. 
C.  A, 

KEITH  V.  OTTAWA  AND  NEW  YORK  R.  W.  CO. 

Hailivap—Injury  to  Passenger—Alightinff  'from  Moving  Car—Negli^ 
ffcnce— Contributory  Negligence— Findings  of  Jury— Damages. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  MacMahon, 
J.,  ante  104,  in  favour  of  plaintiff  upon  the  findings  of  the 
jury  in  an  action  for  damages  for  injuries  sustained  by  plain- 
tiff in  endeavouring  to  get  off  a  train  of  defendantei  as  it 
was  moving  out  of  the  stiation. 

The  questions  and  answers  of  the  jury  were  as  follows: 
<1)  How  long  did  the  train  stop  at  Finch  station?  A. — 
Cannot  say.  (2)  Was  the  time  the  train  remained  there 
suflScient  to  enable  plaintiff  to  alight?  A. — No.  (3)  Was 
Keith  aware  when  he  reached  the  platform  of  the  car  that 
the  train  was  in  motion?  A. — Yes.  (4)  If  Keith  was  guilty 
of  any  negligence  which  contributed  to  the  accident,  what 
was  such  negligence?  A. — None.  (5)  If  Keith  is  entitled 
to  recover,  at  what  do  you  assess  tiie  damages?    A. — $1,000. 

The  appeal  was  heard  by  Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
Oarrow,  JJ.A. 

W.  R.  Riddell,  K.C.,  and  W.  H.  Curie,  Ottawa,  for  ap- 
pellant's, contended  that  the  trial  Judge  should  have  non- 
suited, on  the  ground  that  the  act  of  alighting  from  a  moving 
train  was  in  itself  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
which  relieved  defendants  from  liability  for  damages,  in  the 
absence  of  circumstances  tending  to  excuse  or  justify  the  act, 
and  that  if  defendants  were  guilty  of  negligence  in  not  stop- 
ping the  train  for  a  sufficient  time  to  allow  plaintiff  to  alight, 
the  damages  claimed  were  too  remote.  They  also  contended 
that  upon  the  evidence  the  jury  should  have  found  that  the 
train  was  stopped  for  a  suflBcient  time  to  enable  plaintiff  to 
alight,  and  have  found  plaintiff  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence. They  submitted  further  that  the  learned  Judge  should 
not  have  entered  judgment  for  plaintiff  in  face  of  the  jury's 
answers  that  they  could  not  say  how  long  the  train  was  stop- 
ped, and  that  the  damages  were  excessive. 

W.  H.  Blake,  K.C.,  ior  plaintiff,  contra. 

Moss,  J.A. — I  think  the  learned  Judge  properly  declined 
to  withdraw  the  case  from  the  jury.  I  do  not  understand  the 
defendants'  proposition  to  go  the  length  that  under  no  cir- 
cumstances and  in  no  case  is  a  person  justified  in  alighting 
from  a  moving  train,  but  that  presumptively  it  is  an  act  of 
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negligence^  and  if  any  injury  result  from  it  the  party  suffer- 
ing tne  injury  cannot  recover  damages  without  shewing  cir- 
cumstances tending  to  excuse  or  justify  the  act.     I  am  dia* 
posed  to  think  that  the  rule  of  conduct  as  stated  by  the  de- 
fendants is  not  strictly  accurate,  but,  if  it  be  the  rule,  tii^i 
it  must  follow  that  when  circumstances  are  stated  it  is  for 
the  jury  to  consider  and  determine  as  to  their  sufficiency. 
In  this  case  there  were  circumstances  stated  which  could  not 
have  been  withdrawn  from  the  jury.    And  it  was  for  the  jury 
to  say  upon  the  evidence  whether  the  plaintiff's  injuries  were 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendants  or  were  the  result 
of  his  own  carelessness  and  negligence.    Upon  the  motion  €or 
nonsuit  the  question  for  the  learned  Judge  was  whether,  as- 
suming, as  for  the  purposes  of  the  motion  for  nonsuit  it  was 
tc   be  assumed,  that  the  defendants  were  negligent  in  not 
stopping  their  train  for  a  sufficient  time  to  enable  the  plain- 
tiff to  alight,  there  was  evidence  upon  which  the  jury  might 
find  that  the  injury  was  the  result  of  that  negligence  and 
was    not    occasioned    by    the    plaintiff's    own    negligent 
and    imprudent    act    in    attempting    to    alight  while    the 
train    was    in    motion.    And    if    the    jury    could    reason- 
ably find  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  on  this  question,  the  dam- 
ages would  not  be  too  remote.     The  nonsuit  was,  therefore, 
rightly  refused.     There  was  evidence  upon  which  the  jury 
might  find,  as  they  did,  that  the  train  was  not  stopped  for  & 
sufficient  time  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  alight.     The  jury 
having  so  found,  a  case  for  negligence  has  been  established 
against  the  defendants.     To  relieve  themselves  of  liability  for 
such  negligence,  they  were  obliged  to  shew  that  it  did  not 
contribute  to  the  plaintiff's  injury.     The  next  inquiry,  there- 
fore, is,  whether  the  learned  trial  Judge  properly  submitted 
the  question  of  the  plaintiff's  conduct  to  the  jury,  and  whether 
there  was  evidence  to  support  their  finding.     The  point  to  be 
determined  by  the  jury  was  whether  the  plaintiff  acted  in  a 
reasonable  and  prudent  manner  in  endeavouring  to  alight 
from  the  car,  while  it  was  moving  at  the  rate  spoken  of 
ia  the  evidence.     The  question  involved  consideration  of  the 
circumstances.     Finch   station  was  the  plaintiff's  point   of 
destination  on  the  defendants'  line.     The  train  was  leaving 
it  without  his  having  been  afforded  a  proper  opportunity  of 
alighting.     It  was  for  the  jury  to  consider  and  say  whetiier, 
taking  into  consideration  the  plaintiff's  position  when  the 
train  began  to  move,  the  speed  it  had  attained,  the  point  it 
had  reached  before  he  got  on  the  step,  the  place  on  which  he 
could  alight,  the  effect  upon  his  movements  of  the  bundle  or 
parcel  which  he  carried,  and  the  other  circumstances,  the 
plaintiff  was  guilty  of  negligence  in  attempting  to  alights 
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The  question  was  not  given  to  the  jury  in  this  form.  But 
the  question  actually  put  must  be  read  in  connection  with 
the  charge.  The  learned  Judge  explained  to  the  jury  that 
if  the  defendants  did  not  stop  the  train  for  a  sufficient  time 
to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  alight,  or  did  not  afford  him  proper 
facilities  for  alighting  before  the  train  was  started,  they 
were  guilty  of  negligence.  He  then  adverted  to  the  starting 
of  the  train,  the  plaintiff's  position  in  the  car  at  that  time, 
his  carrying  a  bundle  in  one  hand,  and  the  speed  of  the  train 
when  he  reached  the  platform,  and  told  them  that  it  was  for 
them  to  say  whether  he  acted  reasonably  under  the  circum- 
stances appearing  in  evidence.  Substantially  he  left  to  the 
jury  to  say  whether  the  plaintiff  was  in  fault  at  all.  The 
question  he  gave  was:  "If  Keith  was  guilty  of  any  negli- 
gence which  contributed  to  the  accident,  what  was  such  negli- 
gence?" The  answer  of  the  jury  was  that  the  plaintiff  was 
guilty  of  no  negligence  which  contributed  to  the  accident. 
Having  regard  to  the  terms  of  the  charge,  this  is  a  finding  that 
the  plaintiff  acted  reasonably  and  was  not  in  fault.  There  is 
evidence  upon  which  the  jury  might  properly  come  to  this 
conclusion,  and  judgment  was,  therefore,  properly  entered 
for  the  plaintiff.  In  view  of  the  finding  that  the  train  was 
not  stopped  a  sufficient  time  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  alight, 
•the  question  as  to  the  exact  time  was  immaterial.  If  they 
had  found  it,  they  would  still  have  been  obliged  to  say  whether 
it  was  sufficient. 

Complaint  was  also  made  that  the  damages  were  excessive. 
The  plaintiff's  injury  was  of  a  very  painful  kind.  The  ques- 
tion of  the  period  within  which  he  might  have  fully  recovered 
was  complicated  to  some  extent  by  another  accident  he  met 
with  between  five  and  six  weeks  afterwards,  resulting  in  a 
fracture  of  the  leg  previously  injured  or  affected. 

But  the  jury  were  carefully  cautioned  not  to  take  that 
into  consideration,  and  to  confine  their  award  of  damages 
to  the  injury  sustained  at  Pinch,  and  it  must  be  assumi^d 
that  they  have  done  so.  There  was  evidence  that  at  the  time 
of  the  trial,  rather  more  than  a  year  after  the  accident,  he  was 
still  suffering  from  its  effects. 

The  amount  awarded  is  not  so  large  as  to  suggest  any 
mistake,  misapprehension,  or  prejudice  on  the  part  of  the 
jury. 

The  appeal  should  be  dismissed. 

OsLER,  J.A.,  gave  reasons  in  writing  for  coming  to  the 
same  conclusions,  and  referred  to  the  following  authorities: 
Beach  on  Contributory  Negligence,  3rd  ed.,  sec.  147 ;  Ameri- 
can Negligence  Cases,  vol.  4;  Clayards  v.  Dethick,  12  Q.  B. 
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439;  Pollock  on  Torts,  4th  ed.,  p.  433;  Connell  v.  Town  of 
Preecott,  20  A.  R.  49,  22  S.  C.  R.  147;  Edgar  v.  Northern 
K.  W.  Co.,  11  A.  R.  462;  Filer  v.  New  York  Central  R,  R. 
Co.,  49  N.  Y.  47 ;  Central  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Miles,  88  Ala, 

Maclennan   and  Garrow,  JJ.A.,  concurred. 


November  24th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

McCLENAGHAN  v.  PERKINS. 

Executors  and  Administrators— Claim  l>y  Executor  against  Estate — 
Corroboration— Payment  in  Lifetime  of  Testator—Admission— 
Executor's  Compensation— Devise,  whether  in  Lieu  of— Construc- 
tion of  Will^Cfrounds  for  Depriving  Executor  of  Compensation- 
Negligence— Mismanagement— Breaches  of  Trust. 

An  appeal  by  defendant  Perkins  from  an  order  of  Fal- 
conbridge,  J.,  in  Court,  ante  191,  dismissing  that  defen- 
dants appeal  from  the  report  of  the  Master  at  Ottawa  and 
allowing  in  part  a  cross-appeal  by  the  plaintiff.  The  report 
was  made  upon  a  consent  reference  to  take  the  accounts  in 
an  action  for  administration  of  the  estates  of  V.  E.  Hinton, 
deceased,  and  M.  S.  McGillivray,  deceased.  The  Chief  Jus- 
.tice  aflSrmed  the  Master^s  findings  except  in  one  particular, 
viz.,  as  to  compensation  to  the  defendant  Perkins  as  execu- 
tor, which  he  disallowed. 

The  appeal  was  heard  by  Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
and  Garrow,  JJ.A. 

T.  A.  Beament,  Ottawa,  for  appellant.  • 

W.  J.  Code,  Ottawa,  for  respondents. 

Maclennan,  J.A. — The  first  item  in  question  in  this 
appeal  is  one  of  $1,275.  The  precise  form  in  which  this  and 
other  items  were  stated  in  the  appellant^s  account  in  the  ad- 
ministration proceedings  of  his  father's  estate  in  Armstrong 
V.  Perkins  is  not  before  us,  although  it  was  before  the  Master. 
What  the  Master  says  about  it  is  this :  "  In  the  accounts  filed 
in  Armstrong  v.  Perkins  there  is  an  item  of  $1,200  credited 
at  paid  by  the  estate  of  Victoria  Elizabeth  Hinton  on  the 
30th  April,  1883.'*  At  that  time  the  appellant  was  passing 
his  accounts  as  executor  of  his  father,  Lyman  Perkins,  and 
he  was  at  the  same  time  executor  of  his  sister  Mrs.  Hinton, 
who  had  died  on  the  25th  December,  1882.  It  seems  to  have 
been  assumed  by  all  parties  that  the  item  of  $1,200  was  al- 
lowed to  the  appellant  as  executor  of  his  father.  On  taking 
the  present  accounts,  and  on  being  surcharged  with  the  item 
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of  $1,275,  he  explained  it  by  saying  the  money  was  not  re- 
ceived on  the  30th  April,  1883,  but  was  made  up  of  several 
smaller  payments  made  by  him  as  executor  of  his  father  to 
his  sister  Mrs.  Hinton,  in  her  lifetime,  in  the  year  1882. 
ITie  Master  has  not  given  eflFect  to  that  evidence,  and  has 
charged  the  appellant  with  the  item,  on  the  ground  that  his 
evidence  was  in  respect  of  a  matter  occurring  before  the 
death  of  the  deceased,  and  was  not  corroborated  as  required 
by  R.  S.  0.  ch.  73,  sec.  10.  The  learned  Chief  Justice  has 
upheld  the  decision  of  the  Master. 

I  am,  with  great  respect,  6f  opinion  that  the  Master's 
ruling  on  the  question  of  corroboration  is  wrong,  and  cannot 
be  supported.  The  question  before  him  was  whether  the 
appellant  had  received  the  sum  in  question  on  the  30th  April, 
1883,  or  at  any  time  after  Mrs.  Hinton's  death.  If  he  did, 
he  was  chargeable,  but  not  otherwise.  To  my  mind,  the 
matter  is  too  plain  for  argument.  The  respondents  say  to  the 
executor:  "You  received  this  sum  of  $1,200  or  $1,275  on 
or  about  the  30th  April,  1883,  or  at  all  events  some  time  after 
Mrs.  Hinton's  death,  and  after  you  became  her  executor; 
and  that  is  apparent  from  your  own  admission  in  your  ac- 
count filed  in  Armstrong  v.  Perkins.^'  He  answers  that  by 
a  denial.  He  says:  "That  admission  requires  explanation 
and  qualification.  I  did  not  receive  it  on  the  30th  April, 
1883,  or  after  my  sister's  death  at  all.  It  was  the  aggregate 
of  several  sums  which  I,  as  my  father's  executor,  paid  to  my 
sister  in  her  lifetime,  and  I  claimed  and  obtained  credit  for 
them  as  my  father's  executor,  which  I  was  entitled  to  do." 
It  was  not  correct  to  say  in  his  account  that  the  item  had  been 
paid  to  the  estate  of  Victoria  Elizabeth  Hinton,  or  to  him- 
self as  her  executor,  instead  of  saying  it  had  been  paid  to  her 
in  her  lifetime.  But  the  important  matter  at  that  time  was 
to  get  credit  for  it  with  his  father's  estate  as  a  payment  by 
him  on  account  of  his  sister's  share.  Whether  it  was  paid  in 
her  lifetime  or  shortly  afterwards  was  immaterial,  and  the 
error  was  not  an  unnatural  one  to  commit  in  preparing  the 
accounts  after  Mrs.  Hinton's  death.  The  matter  in  question 
before  the  Master  was,  therefore,  in  my  opinion,  clearly  not 
a  '*  matter  occurring  before  the  death  "  of  Mrs.  Hinton,  and 
so  not  one  requiring  corroboration  under  the  statute.  This 
item  must  be  referred  back  to  the  Master  for  reconsideration 
and  determination. 

The  second  ground  of  appeal  is  the  finding  of  the  Master, 
on  which  the  Chief  Justice  expressed  no  opinion,  that  the 
devise  by  Mrs.  McGillivray  of  certain  land  to  the  appellant, 
with  a  direction  for  the  payment  out  of  her  personal  estate 
Of  the  incumbrance  thereon,  was  made  to  him  in  his  character 
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of  executor^  and  was  an  answer  to  his  claim  to  an  allowance 
for  his  care,  pains,  and  trouble,  and  time  expended  as  execu- 
tor, under  B.  S.  0.  ch.  129,  sec.  40.  The  learned  Chief  Justice 
held  that  the  appellant's  faults  in  the  execution  of  his  trust 
were  sufficient  to  disentitle  him  to  any  compensation,  and 
that  it  was  not  necessary  to  determine  whether  the  devise  was 
made  to  him  in  his  quality  of  executor. 

I  have  examined  the  numerous  cases  on  this  subject,  and 
I  am  of  opinion  that  on  this  point  the  Master  came  to  a  wrong 
conclusion. 

The  appellant  was  the  testatrix's  brother,  and  the  first 
disposing  paragraph  of  the  will  is  the  one  in  question : — ^*'  I 
give  and  devise  all  and  singular  these  certain  parcels  or  tracts 
of  land  (describing  them)  unto  my  brother  G.  W.  Perkins, 
his  heirs  and  assigns  absolutely,  for  his  and  their  sole  and 
only  use  forever,  free  from  all  incumbrances,  and  I  hereby 
direct  that  the  mortgage  at  present  on  said  lands,  or  any 
other  incumbrances  that  may  be  on  said  lands  at  the  time  of 
my  death,  shall  be  paid  out  of  my  personal  estate,  and  the 
payment  of  the  said  incumbrance  shall  be  a  first  claim  on 
my  said  personal  estate.''  She  then  proceeds  to  dispose  of  the 
residue  of  her  real  estate  and  her  personal  estate,  in  a  num- 
ber of  subsequent  paragraphs,  for  the  benefit  of  her  nephews 
and  nieces  and  other  objects.  She  next  appoints  "  the  said 
G  W.  Perkins  sole  executor"  of  her  will,  and  then  follows 
the  usual  clause  enabling  "  the  said  trustee  hereby  appointed 
or  any  trustee  or  trustees  to  be  appointed  as  hereinafter  pro- 
vided," in  case  of  vacancy  in  the  office,  to  appoint  a  successor 
or  successors  in  the  trust,  and  afterwards  she  gives  the  ap- 
pellant three  portraits. 

Now,  taking  this  will  as  a  whole,  I  think  the  presumption 
that  the  devise  was  intended  as  compensation  to  tne  executor 
io  rebutted.  [Compton  v.  Bloxam,  2  Coll.  201,  and  In  re 
Appleton,  29  Ch.  D.  893,  referred  to.]  Here,  the  gift  is  to 
*'  my  brother  G.  W.  Perkins,"  and  I  think  that  is  an  indica- 
tion of  the  testatrix's  motive  for  her  gift,  sufficient,  having 
regard  to  the  other  parts  of  the  will,  to  rebut  the*  general  pre- 
sumption. See  also  cases  cited  in  Theobald  on  Wills,  6th 
ed.,  p.  318 ;  Williams  on  Executors,  9th  ed.,  p.  1147. 

I  therefore  think  that  the  question  of  compensation  to 
the  appellant  as  executor  of  Mrs.  McGillivray  is  not  excluded 
bv  the  devise  contained  in  the  will. 

The  next  question  is  that  of  compensation.  The  Master 
allowed  the  appellant  compensation  to  the  amount  of  $1,900 
out  of  the  estate  of  Mrs.  Hinton,  but  allowed  nothing  out  of 
Mrs.  McGillivray's  estate,  for  the  reason  already  mentioned. 
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The  learned  Chief  Justice  held  him  not  entitled  out  of  either 
estate  by  reason  of  misconduct.  He  was  of  opinion  that  the 
appellant's  acts  of  negligence,  mismanagement,  and  breach 
of  trust,  made  a  cumulative  case  quite  suflScient  to  deprive 
the  executor  of  the  compensation  provided  by  the  statute. 
The  learned  Chief  Justice  enumerates  the  neglects  and  de- 
faults of  the  executor ;  and  they  are  certainly  not  trifling,  or 
at  all  to  be  excused.  Nevertheless,  they  are  not  the  neglects 
or  defaults  of  a  dishonest  or  fraudulent  trustee,  and  are  all 
capable  of  being  compensated,  and  the  losses  resulting  from 
them  capable  of  being  made  good,  in  money.  That  being  so, 
I  think  it  is  not  a  case  for  depriving  him  of  compensation. 
The  appellant  has  been  trustee  of  the  Hinton  estate  for  nine- 
teen years,  and  of  the  McGillivray  estate  for,  I  think,  four- 
teen years.  The  aggregate  amount  of  the  money  which  came 
to  his  hands  during  that  term  was  about  $72,000.  It  is  evi- 
dent that  he  must  during  that  period  have  bestowed  much 
care,  pains,  trouble,  and  time  in  connection  with  the  business 
of  both  estates,  and,  although  the  care  and  pains  were  not  of 
the  highest  quality,  yet  his  position  under  the  statute  was 
and  is  that  of  a  person  performing  services  on  terms  of  fair 
and  reasonable  remuneration  for  care,  pains,  trouble,  and 
time.  I  think  it  is  the  effect  of  all  the  decisions  on  the  sta-  • 
tute  that  an  executor  or  trustee  is  not  to  be  deprived  of  com- 
pensation for  actual  and  "beneficial  services,  though  he  may 
also  have  been  guilty  of  neglects  and  defaults  more  or  less 
^ave:  Hoover  v.  Wilson,  24  A.  B.  434.  I  think  that  to  do 
so  would  be  to  punish  him  by  depriving  him  of  a  statutory 
right,  which  the  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  do.  He  will  be 
made  to  account  for  what  he  actually  received,  or  must  be 
presumed  to  have  received,  or  ought  to  have  received,  but  no 
more:  Attorney-General  v.  Alford,  4  DeG.  M.  •&  G.  851 ;  Vyse 
Y.  Fortier,  L.  R.  8  Ch.  333,  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  318 ;  Ex  p.  Ogle, 
L.  R.  8  Ch.  716.  The  Master  has  charged  him  with  all  the 
l(»s8es  to  the  estates  resulting  from  his  neglects  and  defaults, 
and  has  allowed  him  a  compensation  of  $100  per  annum  from 
the  Hinton  estate,  which  seems  a  moderate  sum. 

It  follows  that  the  executor's  appeal  in  respect  of  his 
compensation  should  be  allowed  as  to  both  estates,  and  it 
will  be  referred  back  to  the  Master  to  fix  a  proper  amount 
in  the  McGillivray  estate. 

The  appeal  will  be  allowed  with  costs. 

OsLER,  J.A.,  gave  reasons  in  writing  for  coming  to  the 
same  conclusions. 

Moss  and  Garrow,  JJ.A..  concurred,  but  gave  no 
reasons.  i      f 
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November  24th,  1902. 


C.  A. 
HOLMAN  V.  TIMES  PRINTING  CO. 

Master  and  Servant— Injury  to  Servant— Workmen's  Compensation 
Acts— Negligence  of  Master's  Foreman— Infant. 

An  appeal  by  defendants  from  the  judgment  of  Falcon- 
BKiDGE^  C.J.,  after  a  trial  without  a  jury,  awarding  plaintiff 
$3,200  damages,  in  an  action  against  his  employers  under 
the  Workmen^s  Compensation  Act. 

In  March,  1900,  plaintiff,  then  being  about  16  years  of 
age,  went  into  the  employment  of  defendants,  who  were  the 
proprietors  of  a  printing  establishment  in  the  city  of  Ham- 
ilton. Among  other  kinds  of  work  done  by  them  was  the 
printing  of  railway  coupon  tickets  by  meant*  of  a  ticket  print- 
ing press.  After  plaintiff  had  been  in  defendants'  employ- 
ment for  about  two  months,  during  which  he  did  some  work 
or  "  practising  '*  at  using  a  press,  he  was  put  to  work  at  print- 
ing  on  cardboard,  and  he  continued  at  this,  working  some 
hours  each  day,  until  a  week  before  the  4th  July,  1900,  on 
vrhich  day  he  received  the  injury  which  was  the  cause  of  this 
action.  The  defendants  had* three  ticket  printing  presses, 
very  similar  in  construction  and  operation.  Two  of  them 
were  alike  in  every  particular;  the 'third,  the  one  at  which 
plaintiff  was  working  when  he  was  injured,  differed  from  tiie 
others  in  some  particulars.  The  plaintiff  did  not  work  at 
the  third  machine  until  a  week  before  the  accident.  On  the 
27th  June,  1900,  he  was  put  to  work  on  the  third  machine 
by  defendants'  foreman,  to  print  coupon  tickets  upon  thin, 
slight  paper,  different  from  the  stiff  paper  upon  which  he 
had  hitherto  been  engaged.  The  quality  of  this  paper  made 
it  more  difficult  to  properly  adjust,  and  called  for  quick  ac- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  operator,  even  when  the  machine  was 
not  working  at  its  greatest  speed.  For  the  first  few  days  that 
plaintiff  was  working  on  the  machine,  it  was  worked  at  first 
speed.  On  the  third  day,  he  said  that  the  foreman  told  hint 
to  run  at  faster  speed,  and  it  was  put  up  to  second  speed. 
On  the  fourth  day  he  complained  to  the  foreman  that  the 
speed  was  too  great  and  that  he  was  tired  out  and  was  spoil- 
ing tickets;  that  on  account  of  the  material  being  so  flimsy 
and  the  speed  so  great  it  was  very  difficult  and  hard  to  handle 
it,  and  he  could  not  do  it;  that  it  was  dangerous  to  run  at 
that  speed.  The  foreman,  however,  told  him  to  go  back  and 
run  at  that  speed.  On  the  next  working  day,  he  put  the 
speed  down  to  first  speed,  but  the  foreman  came  over  and 
put  it  back  to  second.     On  the  next  day  the  accident  hap- 
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pened.  The  plaintiff  was  placing  a  slip  on  the  lower  plate^ 
and  finding  it  was  not  entering  the  guides  properly,  he  en- 
deavoured to  throw  oflE  the  impression  with  his  left  hand,  at 
the  same  time  trying  to  put  the  slip  right.  The  result  was 
that  his  right  hand  was  so  crushed  and  injured  as  to  necessi- 
tate amputation. 

J.  Crerar,  K.C.,  and  W.  R.  Riddell,  K.C.,  for  appellants. 
D^Arcy  Tate,  Hamilton,  for  plaintiff. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
Garrow,  J  J.  a.)  was  delivered  by 

Moss,  J.A.,  who,  after  setting  out  the  facts  and  evidence 
at  length,  concluded: — 

If  the  plaintiffs  right  to  maintain  the  action  depended 
upon  the  claim  that  the  foreman  was  incompetent  to  dis- 
charge the  duties  of  foreman  or  superintendent,  and  that 
defendants  were  guilty  of  negligence  in  employing  him  in 
that  capacity,  I  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  had 
failed  upon  the  facts.  But  upon  other  grounds  of  negligence 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  retain  the  judgment  in  his  favour. 

The  evidence  fully  establishes  that  the  plaintiff  when  put 
to  work  at  the  machine  in  question  was,  from  lack  of  proper 
instruction  and  experience,  not  capable  of  working  it  properly 
and  with  safety  to  himself.  The  speed  at  which  he  was  re- 
quired to  work  it,  and  the  difficulty  of  properly  manipulating 
the  impression  bar,  rendered  it  dangerous  to  him.  He  real- 
ized this  after  a  short  trial  at  second  speed,  and  complained 
to  the  foreman,  and  informed  him  that  he  considered  it 
dangerous,  but  was  ordered  to  continue  working  at  it  and 
prevented  from  lowering  the  speed.  The  foreman  admitted 
in  evidence  that  he  considered  working  at  second  speed  with 
the  plaintiff  was  too  fast,  because  he  was  a  little  slower  in 
picking  up  feeding  than  other  boys.  But  he  contended  that 
the  machine  was  not  working  at  second  speed,  but  only  at 
first  speed,  and  he  said  that  if  he  had  seen  the  plaintiff  work- 
ing at  second  speed  he  would  have  stopped  him. 

On  the  question  of  the  speed  there  is  not  only  the  evi- 
dence of  the  plaintiff,  but  that  of  several  witnesses  who  prove 
that  the  machine  was  running  at  second  speed,  and  that  fact 
must  be  found  against  the  testimony  of  the  foreman,  with 
the  consequent  conclusion  that  he  directed  .a  boy  whom  he 
knew  not  to  be  competent  or  capable  of  doing  it,  to  work  the 
machine  at  second  speed. 

There  is  also  evidence  that  the  impression  bar,  though  a 
useful  contrivance,  is  not  readily  managed  without  a  good 
deal  of  practice.     The  operator  must  learn  to  grasp  it  near 
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the  centre^  and  to  use  his  strength  upon  it  in  the  right  way 
and  at  the  right  moment,  and  this  requires  experience.  It 
appears  also  to  require  more  strength  than  the  use  of  the 
Imoh. 

The  effect  upon  the  plaintiff  was  to  waste  his  strength  and 
tire  him  out,  and  to  make  it  dangerous  to  work  at  second 
speed;  so  that  when  the  difficulty  occurred  about  the  mis- 
placed dip,  and  he  attempted  to  work  the  impression  bar, 
while  endeavouring  with  his  other  hand  to  manipulate  the 
slip,  the  lower  plate  closed  upon  him  before  he  was  aware 
of  it. 

The  injury  was  the  result  of  the  negligence  of  the  fore- 
man, for  whose  acts  and  orders  in  the  premises  the  defendants 
are  liable. 

An  attempt  was  made  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff  was  in 
the  habit  of  acting  carelessly  while  at  his  work  in  looking 
about  him  and  not  paying  attention  to  his  task.  But  the 
evidence  shews  that  at  the  moment  of  this  accident  he  was 
wholly  occupied  with  his  work,  devoting  his  full  attention 
tc  it,  and  endeavouring  as  well  as  he  could  to  perform  the 
operations  which  had  become  necessary  in  the  circumstances. 

His  youth,  inexperience,  lack  of  proper  instruction,  and 
want  of  necessary  strength  and  quickness,  rendered  him  in- 
capable of  accomplishing  the  operations  with  the  requisite 
skill,  and  interfered  with  his  withdrawing  his  hand  in  time. 
And  there  is  no  ground  for  holding  that  the  injury  was  the 
result  of  his  own  negligence  or  want  of  proper  care. 

The  appeal  should  be  dismissed  with  costs. 


November  24th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

MOEEISON  V.  GEAND  TEUNK  R.  W.  CO. 

Discovery— Examination  of  Officers  of  Companth-RailtDay  Company 

—Engine-driver. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  order  of  a  Divisional  Court, 
ante  263, 4  O.L.E.43,  reversing  order  of  Street,  J.,  ante  180, 
and  holding  that  the  driver  of  an  engine  attached  to  a  train 
Ox  which  the  plaintiff's  husband  was  the  conductor  in  charge 
at  the  time  of  an  accident,  was  an  officer  of  the  railway  com- 
pany examinable  for  discovery  imder  Eule  439,  in  an  action 
against  the  company  to  recover  damages  for  the  death  of  the 
husband  by  negligence  causing  such  accident. 
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The  appeal  was  heard  by  Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
Garrow,  JJ.A.,  Britton,  J. 

D.  L.  McCarthy,  for  appellants. 

J.  6.  O'Donoghue,  for  plaintiff. 

OsLER,  J. A.: — Leitch  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  W.  Co.,  13 
P.  R.  369,  binds  us  to  hold,  and  so  far  as  I  am  concerned,  for 
the  reasons  there  given  by  me,  that  the  conductor  of  a  rail- 
way train  may  be  examined  as  an  officer  of  defendants  within 
the  meaning  of  Rule  439  (1),  the  language  of  which  is  the 
same  as  that  of  the  old  Con.  Rule  487  and  R.  S.  0.  1877  ch. 
56,  sec.  156.  The  question  now  is,  whether  the  engine  driver 
is  also  an  officer  who  may  be  examined.  I  have  considered 
the  reasons  given  by  me  in  the  opinion  I  delivered  in  the  case 
cited,  and,  while  abiding  by  what  I  said  there,  do  not  think 
I  said  anything  which  obliges  me  to  hold  that  the  engine- 
driver  is  a  person  on  the  same  plane  as  the  conductor,  or  pos- 
sessed of  the  degree  of  authority  or  charge  of  the  train  which 
there  led  me  to  the  conclusion  that  the  latter  might  be  re- 
garded as  an  officer.  He  did  not  in  fact  in  the  present  case 
become  conductor  under  the  rules  of  the  company  in  place 
01  the  conductor  whose  death  has  given  rise  to  the  action,  as 
a  person  superior  in  authority  to  both  of  them  was  then  on 
the  train  and  took  charge  of  it. 

The  whole  question  of  the  examination  for  discovery  of 
officers  of  a  corporation  is  full  of  difficulty,  which  might  be 
solved  in  one  direction,  perhaps,  by  treating  the  word 
"  officer  "  as  merely  a  synonym  for  "  servant,"  and  regarding 
these  as  convertible  terms.  This,  if  not  actually  decided, 
appears  to  be  the  result  of  the  decision  in  the  Court  below, 
but  I  am  not  prepared  to  go  so  far  as  to  give  the  former  word 
the  wide  meaning  contended  for.  There  would  indeed  be  no 
piactical  harm  in  doing  so,  were  the  rules  as  to  tiie  use  which 
may  be  made  of  the  deposition  of  the  person  examined  the 
same  as  they  were  when  Leitch^s  case  was  decided,  and  when 
such  deposition  could  not  be  read  against  the  corporation,  if 
at  all,  unless  the  latter  took  part  in  the  examination.  Rule 
461  (2),  (3),  has  made  a  material  change  in  the  practice  In 
this  respect,  and  the  deposition  of  the  officer,  no  matter  what 
his  grade  or  authority,  may  now  be  read  against  the  corpora- 
tion, just  as  those  of  a  natural  party  may  be  read  against 
him  under  the  first  clause  of  the  Rule. 

I  do  not  agree  that  the  consequences  are  so  unimportant 
oi  free  from  disadvantage  to  the  corporation  as  one  of  my 
learned  brothers  in  the  Court  below  seems  to  think,  and 
while,  perhaps,  it  is  not  legitimate  to  construe  Rule  439  (1) 
by  looking  at  the   consequences   I   have  refered   to  under 
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Kule  461,  I  think  these  fully  justify  us  in  saying  that  we 
ought  not  to  extend  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  officer '*  in 
the  former  Rule  or  carry  the  cases  further  than  they  have 
already  gone.  It  might  be  quite  reasonable  to  examine,  for 
discovery  merely,  any  officer  or  servant  of  a  corporation,  but 
t.^  allow  this  examination  to  be  used  as  evidence  against  the 
corporation  in  the  same  way  as  that  of  a  natural  person  may 
be  used  against  himself,  is  a  practice  the  justice  of  which,  in 
many  cases  at  all  events,  is  not  so  clear.  -The  plaintiff  or 
defendant,  as  the  case  might  be,  could  obtain  everything  he 
ought  to  obtain  in  the  way  of  discovery  if  Rule  439  were 
enlarged  so  as  to  admit  of  the  examination  of  officers  and 
servants  of  the  corporation,  and  the  2nd  and  3rd  clauses  of 
Rule  461  might  in  that  case  be  repealed  without  injustice  to 
any  one.  The  persons  examined  for  discovery  would  then 
1)0  examined,  as  they  should  be,  as  witnesses  at  the  trial,  while 
any  difficulty  in  obtaining  their  evidence  then  would  be  obvi- 
ated by  examining  them  in  like  manner  under  Rules  485  and 
486. 

It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  with  all  deference,  that  we 
should  allow  the  appeal. 

Moss,  J.A.,  gave  reasons  in  writing  for  coming  to  the 
same  conclusion. 

Garrow,  J.A.,  and  Britton,  J.A.,  concurred. 
Maclennan,  J. a.,  concurred,  but  dubifante. 


November  24th,  1902. 

C.  A. 

TORONTO    GENERAL    TRUSTS    CORPORATION    v. 

WHITE. 

Landlord  and  Tenant— Building  Leas&^Valuation  of  Buildings— 
Arbitration  and  Award— Extension  of  Time  for  Making  Atcard— 
Interest. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  an  order  ot  a  Divisional 
Court,  ante  198,  3  O.L.R.519,  reversing  the  judgment  of  Mac- 
Mahon,  J.,  which  was  in  favour  of  defendants  upon  a  spe- 
cial case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  in  an  action  to 
recover  interest  upon  the  amount  payable  to  the  plaintiffs  as 
executors  of  the  will  of  Charles  Potter,  in  respect  of  the  value 
of  buildings  upon  King  street,  east  of  Yonge  street,  in  the 
city  of  Toronto.  A  lease  to  Potter  of  the  lands  on  which  the 
buildings  stood  expired  on  the  31st  October,  1900,  and  there 
was  no  provision  for  renewal.    A  clause  in  the  lease  provided 
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for  payment  by  the  defendants  of  the  value  of  the  buildings,  to 
be  fixed  by  valuators.  The  valuators  were  appointed  in  due 
time,  but  did  not  make  their  valuation  antil  the  30th  No- 
vember, 1901.  The  interest  sued  for  was  the  interest  on  the 
sum  fixed  from  the  date  of  the  expiry  of  the  lease  until  the 
date  of  the  valuation  or  award.  The  clause  in  question  pro- 
vided that  the  reference  should  be  entered  upon  and  award 
made  within  six  months  next  preceding  the  1st  November, 
1900,  and  that  within  six  months  from  that  date  the  value 
of  the  buildings  should  be  paid,  with  interest  at  seven  per 
cent,  per  annum  from  that  date.  The  Court  below  held  that 
the  defendants  were,  as  to  the  buildings,  in  the  position  of 
purchasers  in  possession,  and  applied  the  general  rule  (Birch 
V.  Joy,  3  H.  L.  Cas.  565)  that  the  purchaser  pays  interest 
from  ihe  time  of  taking  possession. 

The  appeal  was  heard  by  Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
Garrow,  JJ.A.,  counsel  for  both  parties  consenting  to  its 
being  heard  by  four  Judges  instead  of  five. 

J.  Bicknell,  for  appellants,  contended  that  interest  would 
be  allowed  only  in  cases  of  contract  therefor,  or  in  cases  where 
the  money  has  been  wrongfully  withheld,  and  here,  by  the 
contract,  it  could  not  be  paid  until  ascertained. 

F.  E.  Hodgins,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs,  contra. 

Maclennan,  J.A.  (after  stating  the  facts) : — It  does  not 
appear  what  the  reasons  were  for  the  award  not  having  been 
made  within  the  time  originally  agreed  upon,  nor  why  the 
time  was  extended,  and  the  award  not  made  until  13  months 
after  the  expiration  of  the  term,  and  we  must  suppose  that 
the  extension  of  time  and  delay  were  agreed  to  for  the  con- 
venience of  both  parties  and  without  the  fault  of  either. 

When  the  extension  of  time  of  the  23rd  October,  1900, 
was  agreed  to,  it  was  still  possible  to  make  the  award  within 
the  time  originally  limited,  and  if  that  had  been  done  the 
defendants  would  have  had  to  pay  interest  at  seven  per  cent, 
per  annum  for  any  delay  in  payment  after  the  1st  Novem- 
ber, 1900,  and  until  six  months  from  that  day,  after  which 
it  would  be  at  the  legal  rate  of  five  per  cent. :  St.  John  v. 
Bykert,  10  S.  C.  R.  278 ;  People's  Loan  Co.  v.  Grant,  18  S. 
C.  R.  262.  So  also  interest  would  be  payable  if  the  award 
had  been  made  at  any  time  within  the  six  months  next  after 
the  expiration  of  the  term,  for  the  covenant  for  payment 
within  that  time  would  still  be  capable  of  fulfilment,  and 
therefore  still  in  force,  and  if  the  award  was  made  on  the 
very  last  day  of  the  six  months,  I  think  the  defendants  would 
still  be  obliged  to  pay  six  months'  interest  from  the  1st  No- 
vember, 1900,  at  seven  per  cent. 
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The  award,  however,  not  having  been  made  within  the 
time  limited  for  payment,  it  was  impossible  for  the  defend- 
ants to  pay  withra  that  time,  and,  although  they  do  not  dis- 
pute their  liability  to  pay  the  value  fixed  by  the  award,  they 
dispute  the  obligation  to  pay  interest.  They  say  that  that 
obligation  was  done  away  with  by  the  extension  of  time.  They 
say  that  the  effect  of  the  extension  was,  that  although  if  the 
award  had  been  made  one  day  before  the  six  months  had  ex- 
pired, they  would  have  had  to  pay  interest,  if  made  one  day 
after,  they  would  not,  which  would  hh  a  rather  startling 
result. 

In  Birch  v.  Joy,  3  H.  L.  Cas.  565,  which  was  a  case  of  a 
contract  for  the  sale  of  an  estate,  there  had  been  a  variation 
of  the  original  contract  by  a  subsequent  agreement,  and  Lord 
St.  Leonards  said,  p.  591,  that  the  only  true  mode  of  ascer- 
taining the  real  intention  of  the  contract  was  to  consider  it 
a*,  first  without  reference  to  the  second  agreement. 

Doing  that  in  this  case,  we  see  that  the  intention  was  that 
inasmuch  as  when  the  term  expired  the  title  to  the  buildings 
would  at  once  vest  in  the  lessors  without  any  conveyance, 
\\ould  merge  in  the  freehold,  and  the  lessors  would  at  once 
be  entitled  to  possession  and  to  the  rents  and  profits,  the 
lessees  should  have  interest  on  the  purchase  money  of  the 
buildings  from  that  time,  in  case  the  lessors  required  time, 
not  exceeding  six  months,  to  make  payment.  That  agree- 
ment accorded  with  what  was  fair  and  just  between  the  par- 
ties, and  with  the  doctrine  of  Courts  of  Equity  in  cases  of 
sales  such  as  this.  That  doctrine  was  clearly  stated  by  the 
same  Judge  in  the  case  already  referred  to  in  a  passage  just 
preceding  that  already  quoted.  He  said,  speaking  with  rrfer- 
erce  to  the  contract  then  before  the  Court:  "  This  contract, 
if  it  had  been  executed  by  a  Court  of  Equity,  would  have 
teen  executed  according  to  equity  and  good  conscience,  and 
^according  to  the  rules  of  the  Court,  upon  which  there  cannot 
bf  any  difference  at  the  bar.  From  the  time  at  which  the 
purchaser  was  to  take  possession  of  the  estate  he  would  be 
deemed  its  owner,  and  he  would  be  entitled  as  owner  to  the 
lents  of  the  estate,  and  would  have  kept  them  without  ac- 
count. From  the  same  period  the  seller  would  Jiave  been 
deemed  the  owner  of  the  purchase  money,  and  that  purchase 
money,  not  being  paid  by  the  man  who  was  receiving  the 
rents,  would  have  carried  interest,  and  that  interest  would 
have  belonged  to  the  seller  as  part  of  his  property.  A  Court 
of  Equity,  as  a  general  rule,  considers  this  to  follow.  The 
parties  change  characters;  the  property  remains  at  law 
just  where  it  was,  the  purchaser  has  the  money  in  his  pockety 
and  the  seller  still  has  the  estate  vested  in  him;. but  they 
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ixchange  characters  in  a  Court  of  Equity,  the  seller  becomes 
the  owner  of  the  money,  and  the  purchaser  becomes  the  owner 
of  the  estate.     That  is  the  settled  rule  of  a  Court  of  Equity." 

Now  the  present  contract  was  drawn,  conformably  to  this 
settled  rule  of  equity,  inasmuch  as  the  lessors  would  have  a 
complete  title  and  possession  on  the  1st  November,  and  if 
they  required  time  to  pay  they  were  also  to  pay  interest, 
4ind  the  lessee  was  to  have  a  lien  on  the  estate  as  securitj 
until  payment  was  made.  By  that  agreement  the  award  was 
to  be  made  at  or  before  the  end  of  the  term.  But  finding 
that  the  award  could  not  be  made  before  the  end  of  the  term, 
the  time  was  extended  by  mutual  consent.  There  is  not  a 
word  in  this  new  agreement  changing  or  varying  the  original 
contract  in  any  other  respect,  and  so  the  provisions  of  the 
latter  must  stand  and  have  effect  as  far  as  possible,  except 
^0  far  as  necessarily  interfered  with  by  reason  of  the  exten- 
sion. Now  it  appears  to  me  that  the  original  agreement  can 
4»nd  ought  to  stand  in  everything  except  as  to  the  time  of  pay- 
ment. That  was  to  be  within  six  months  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  term.  By  the  consent  of  parties  the  award  was 
jiot  made  until  after  that  time,  and  so  the  payment  could 
not  be  made  until  afterwards.  The  time  for  payment  was 
in  effect  postponed  by  consent.  No  new  day  or  time  was 
named,  and  so  payment  would  be  due  when  the  award  was 
made  and  published.  But  that  did  not  do  away  with  the 
agreement  to  pay  interest  from  the  1st  November,  1900.  That 
i^till  stands  as  an  essential  part  of  the  original  agreement  and 
is  still  binding  on  the  defendants.  I  suppose  no  one  would 
argue  that  payment  of  interest  was  dispensed  with  by  a  sub- 
sequent agreement  that  the  amount  of  the  award  might  be 
paid  within  twelve  months  instead  of  six  months  as  provided 
ilk  the  original  deed. 

It  was  argued  that  interest  was  agreed  to  be  paid  as  the 
consideration  for  time  for  payment  after  the  amount  to  be 
j)aid  was  ascertained.  That  is  plausible,  but  is  a  mere  guess. 
A  better  guess  would,  I  think,  be  that  it  was  agreed  to  be 
paid  because  it  would  be  unjust  that  the  lessors  should  have 
the  buildings  at  and  from  the  1st  November,  but  that  the 
lessees  should  not  have  their  money  until  some  later  day  with- 
out interest. 

In  Ehys  v.  Dare  Valley  R.  W.  Co.,  L.  R.  19  Eq.  93,  which 
^vas  a  case  of  land  taken  by  the  company,  and  of  which  they 
had  entered  into  possession,  the  amount  of  compensation  to 
be  paid  to  the  landowner  was  referred  to  arbitration.  An 
award  Was  made,  but  it  was  afterwards  set  aside  and  sent 
l)ack  to  the  arbitrators.  No  binding  award,  however,  was 
made,  and  the  compensation  was  ultimately  assessed  by  a 
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jury  in  an  action  at  £2,000^  five  years  after  possession  taken. 
The  landowner  claimed  interest  on  that  sum  fr<Mn  the  time 
the  company  took  possession,  and  his  claim  was  conceded. 
Bacon,  V.-C,  quoting  the  language  of  the  Lord  Chancellor 
in  Birch  v.  Joy,  and  adding:  "If  I  were  to  withhold  pay- 
ment of  interest,  I  should  not  only  be  going  against  the  cases 
which  have  been  cited,  but  I  should  be  going  against  common 
sense,  justice,  and  honesty." 

In  Piggott  V.  Great  Western  R.  W.  Co.,  18  Ch.  D.  146, 
Jessel,  M.R.,  held  the  railway  company  liable  to  pay  interest 
not  merely  from  the  time  when  they  actually  took  possession, 
nor  from  the  date  of  the  award  ascertaining  the  amount  of 
the  purchase  money,  but  from  the  time  when  the  company 
might  prudently  have  taken  possession,  resting  his  judgment 
upon  the  ordinary  rules  as  between  vendor  and  purchaser, 
and  referring  with  approval  to  Rhys*  v.  Dare  Valley  R.  W. 
Co.  And,  if  I  had  not  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  agree- 
ment for  the  payment  of  interest  was  left  in  full  force  by  the 
extension  of  the  time  for  making  the  award,  I  should  still 
have  been  of  opinion  that  the  vendors  were  entitled  to  inter- 
est at  five  per  cent,  from  the  expiration  of  the  term. 

By  the  original  agreement  the  vendors  were  only  to  have 
interest  at  seven  per  cent,  for  six  months,  so  I  think  they 
cannot  have  it  at  that  rate  for  any  longer  period  under  the 
agreement  as  altered  by  the  extension  of  time.  The  judg- 
ment has  allowed  interest  at  seven  per  cent,  for  thirteen 
months,  and  I  think  it  ought  to  be  varied  to  that  extent. 
There  should  be  interest  at  seven  per  cent,  for  six  months, 
and  after  that  at  five  per  cent. 

Garrow,  J.A.,  gave  reasons  in  writing  for  coming  to  the 
same  conclusion. 

Moss,  J.A.,  concurred  without  giving  reasons. 

OsLER,  J.A.,  also  concurred,  i)ut  dubitanie,  giving  his 
reasons  in  writing. 

N"ovEMBER  24th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

UNION  BANK  OF  CANADA  v.  RIDEAU  LUMBER  CO. 

Damages— Measure  of—Trespass— Entering  on  Land  and  Outtinff 
and  Removing  Timl>er— Value  of  Timber— Other  Elements  of 
Damage— Distinction  between  Trover  and  Trespass, 

Appeal  by  defendants  and  cross-appeal  by  plainti^s  from 
an  order  of  Lount,  J.,  in  Court,  allowing  an  app^  from 
the  report  of  the  Master  at  Ottawa,  to  whom  the  question  of 
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the  amount  of  damages  sustained  by  plaintiffs  by  the  tres- 
passes of  defendants  in  entering  upon,  and  cutting  and  carry- 
ing away  a  large  quantity  of  timber  from,  certain  timber 
limits,  was  referred  by  Street,  J.,  at  the  trial,  who  held  the 
trespasses  as  alleged  by  plaintiffs  to  have  been  establish^. 

The  statement  of  claim  alleged  that  the  trespasses  were 
wrongfully  and  wilfully  committed. 

The  formal  judgment  at  the  trial  adjudged  that  plain- 
tiffs have  the  right  to  recover  damages  from  defendants  in 
respect  of  thfi  matters  complained  of  in  the  plaintiffs^  state- 
ment of  claim,  and  referred  it  to  the  Master  to  ascertain  the 
value  of  the  timber  cut  and  the  damage  to  plaintiffs  from 
and  incidental  to  the  cutting  down  and  carrying  away  there- 
of, and  other  trespasses  committed  by  defendants  upon  and 
in  respect  of  plaintiffs'  timber  limits,  and  adjudged  that  de- 
fendants should  pay  to  plaintiffs  the  amount  thereof  when  so 
ascertained. 

The  Master  found  that  the  trespasses  were  not  wilful, 
but  rather  innocent  or  inadvertent,  and  applied  the  milder 
rule  of  assessment. 

LouNT,  J.,  on  appeal,  directed  that  the  matter  should  be 
referred  back  to  the  Master  to  ascertain  and  report  the 
amount  of  the  damages  on  the  footing  of  "wrongful  and 
wilfuP'  trespass. 

The  appeals  were  heard  by  Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
Garrow,  JJ.A. 

G.  F.  Henderson,  Ottawa,  for  defendants. 

W.  M.  Douglas,  K.C.,  and  J.  F.  Smellie,  Ottawa,  for 
plaintiffs. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by 

Garrow,  J.A. — The  learned  Judge  apparently  held  that 
the  nature  and  quality  of  the  trespasses  in  question  were  res 
judicata  by  the  judgment  pronounced  at  the  trial — a  con- 
clusion which,  with*  deference,  I  am  inclined  to  doubt — ^but 
as,  after  a  careful  perusal  of  the  evidence,  I  am  of  the  opin- 
ion that  the  formal  jud^ent  defining  the  trespasses  as 
"  wrongful  and  wilful "  is  correct,  and  should  be  sustained, 
it  would  be  a  waste  of  time  to  attempt  to  solve  this  doubt,  nor 
is  it  necessary,  in  the  view  which  I  take,  to  deal  specifically 
with  the  several  heads  of  appeal  nor  with  the  cross-appeal  by 
plaintiffs.  The  whole  matter  should,  I  think,  be  referred 
back  to  the  Master  for  reconsideration  upon  the  new  footing 
of  wrongful  and  wilful  trespass.     .     .     . 

The  action,  it  is  to  be  observed,  is  purely  one  of  trespass, 
and  the  formal  judgment  at  the  trial  so  treats  it. 
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In  Smith  v.  Baechler,  16  0.  R.  293,  Wooden  Ware  Co.  v. 
United  States,  106  U.  S.  R.  432,  and  Tuttle  v.  White,  46 
Mich.  485,  the  articles  had  reached  the  hands  of  purchasers 
from  the  original  trespassers,  who,  of  course,  had  no  better 
title  than  their  vendors  had.  Demands  were  made  in  each 
case  upon  the  defendants  for  the  return  of  the  articles  them- 
selves and  not  acceded  to.  Such  demands  and  refusals  were 
held  to  constitute  a  wrongful  conversion  of  the  articles  by  the 
defendants. 

In  trover  the  value  of  the  article  at  the  time  of  conver- 
sion is  the  proper  measure  of  damages:  Scott  v.  McAlpine, 
6  C.  P.  304;  Henderson  v.  Williams,  [1895]  1  Q.  B.  527 

Such  a  rule  has  not,  I  think,  been  applied  in  cases  such 
as  this,  where  the  original  trespasser  is  sued,  not  because  he 
is  entitled  to  any  consideration,  but  because  in  trespass  the 
value  of  the  article  taken  is  not  the  only  or  necessarily  the 
chief  element  which  enters  into  the  question  of  the  amount 
of  damages  recoverable.  And  yet,  after  all,  the  real  inquiry 
is  not  seriously  different.  In  trover  it  is,  subject  of  course  to 
allegation  and  proof  of  special  damage,  the  value  of  the 
article  converted  at  the  time  of  conversion  (of  which  conver- 
sion the  demand  and  refusal  are  merely  evidence),  whereas 
in  trespass  the  inquiry  is,  what  damages  will  compensate  the 
plaintiff,  or  restore  him  financially  to  his  original  position  as 
nearly  as  possible  at  the  time  when  tlie  trespass  was  com- 
mitted. 

Here  the  trespasses  were  committed,  and  as  continuing 
acts  completed,  when  the  defendants  had  cut  and  removed 
the  timber  off  the  plaintiffs'  lands  or  timber  limits.  The 
plaintiffs  might  have  followed  the  articles  and  claimed  them, 
as  I  have  pointed  out,  and,  had  they  done  so,  would,  I  think, 
have  established,  in  case  of  a  refusal  to  deliver,  a  different 
cause  of  action.  But,  instead,  they  have  sued  in  trespass,  and 
the  damages  recoverable  in  actions  of  trespass  must  now,  I 
think,  be  the  measure  of  their  recovery.' 

The  exact  point  has  not,  so  far  as  I  can  find,  received 
much,  if  any,  consideration  in  this  Province,  probably  be- 
cause such  questions  as  the  amount  of  damages  are  usually 
determined  as  questions  of  fact  by  juries  under  judicial 
charges  more  or  less  general  in  their  terms. 

[Flint  V.  Bird,  11  U.  C.  R.  444,  referred  to.] 

The  question,  however,  has  been  repeatedly  discussed  in 
England,  especially  in  underground  trespasses  in  the  getting 
of  coal,  and,  as  there  is  apparently  no  difference  between  a 
trespass  underground  and  one  on  the  surface  (Hunter  v.  Qib- 
bons,  1  H.  &  N.  at  p.  465,  and  Bulli  Coal  Co.  v.  Osborne, 
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[1899]  A.  C.  at  p.  361),  there  is  no  reason,  I  think,  why  the 
principles  of  these  coal  cases  should  not  apply. 

[Martin  v.  Porter,  5  M.  &  W.  351,  BuUi  Coal  Co.  v.  Os- 
borne,  supra,  Trotter  v.  McLean,  13  Ch.  D.  574,  Jegon  v. 
Vivian,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  762,  Taylor  v.  Mostyn,  33  Gh.  D.  226, 
Llignvi  V.  Brogden,  L.  E.  11  Eq.  188,  Attorney-General  v. 
Tomline,  5  Ch.  D.  750,  15  Ch.  D.  150,  and  Morgan  v.  Powell, 
3  Q.  B.  278,  referred  to.] 

Applying  the  rules  laid  down  in  these  cases  to  the  present 
case,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  proper  measure  of  damages  is: 

1st.  The  value  of  the  timber  after  it  was  severed  and 
manufactured,  as  far  as  it  was  manufactured  while  on  the 
timber  limits  of  plaintiffs,  immediately  before  defendants 
removed  it.  Such  value  may  be  conveniently  ascertained  by 
taking  into  accoimt  the  amoimt  for  which  defendants  after- 
wards sold  the  articles,  less  the  cost  of  carriage  and  excluding 
the  cost  of  severing  and  manufacturing. 

2nd.  Such  sum  (if  any)  as  represents  the  extent  to  which 
the  timber  limits  themselves  may  have  been  injured  for  the 
purpose  of  working  or  of  selling  them  by  reason  of  their 
having  become  partly  denuded  by  the  acts  of  defendants,  be- 
cause it  may  well  be  that,  over  and  above  the  value  of  the 
timber  taken,  a  serious  injury  may  have  been  done  to  the  value 
of  the  timber  left;  and  in  order  that  plaintiffs  may  be  fully 
compensated  this  should  be  taken  into  account. 

3rd.  Such  further  and  other  damage  as  plaintiffs  may 
j^hew,  or  have  shewn  in  case  no  further  evidence  is  offered, 
resulted  to  the  timber  limits  by  the  acts  of  defendants,  such, 
for  instance  and  by  way  only  of  illustration,  as  wasteful 
methods  in  cutting,  manufacturing,  and  otherwise  using  or 
destroyijjg  not  merely  the  trees  taken,  but  those  left,  if  those 
left  were  cut  dov,n  or  injured ;  also  damages,  if  any,  for  using 
the  surface  to  pass  and  repass,  and  for  cutting  and  making 
roads,  etc.;  all  of  which  were,  of  course,  wrongful  and  in- 
cluded in  the  trespasses  complained  of,  and  not  necessarily 
included  in  the  value  of  the  articles  themselves,  the  chief 
element  in  determining  the  plaintiffs'  compensation. 

With  these  instructions,  I  think  the  matter  should  be  re- 
mitted to  the  Master,  the  defendants'  appeal  dismissed  with 
costs,  and  the  cross-appeal  of  plaintiffs  also  dismissed,  but 
without  costs. 
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November  24th,  1902. 
C.  A. 
McDERMOTT  v.  HICKLING. 

Jdistake^Jtecovery  of  Money  Paid  under  Miatake  of  Fad— Mortgage 
Account^Acknotoledffment— Laches— Estoppel -- Statute  of  Limi" 
tations  —  Costs  —  Appeal  —  Leave  to  Present  Cross-appeal' after 
Hearing  of  Main  Appeal, 

Appeal  by  defendants  G.  W.  L.  Hickling  and  C.  M.  Hick- 
ling,  as  executors,  from  the  judgment  of  Eobertson,  J.  {a/rUe 
19)  in  favour  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  to  recover  moneys 
alleged  to  have  been,  by  mistake,  overpaid  upon  a  mortgage, 
and  cross-appeal  by  plaintiff  against  defendant  G.  W.  L. 
Hickling  personally.  The  mortgage  was  made  in  1885,  for 
$2,750.  The  mortgagors  (represented  by  plaintiff)  made 
payments  from  time  to  time  to  the  mortgagee,  and  after  his 
death,  in  1892,  to  his  executors.  Written  receipts  were  given 
to  the  mortgagors,  and  an  account  was  kept  by  the  mortgagee 
in  a  book,  but,  as  found  by  the  trial  Judge,  the  mortgagee 
failed  to  credit  a  payment  of  $153  made  on  the  Ist  November, 
1890,  and  a  further  payment  of  $25.16  made  on  the  27th 
i^ebruary,  1892.  In  November,  1894,  the  three  executors 
assigned  the  mortgage  to  the  defendant  G.  W.  L.  Hickling 
(himself  one  of  the*  executors)  in  part  payment  of  a  legacy 
to  him  from  the  mortgagee.  The  amount  mentioned  in  the 
assignment  as  due  upon  the  mortgage  was  $1,159  and  in- 
terest, but  this  was  made  up  from  the  book,  and  in  arriving 
at  it  credit  was  not  given  for  the  two  payments  of  $153  and 
$25.16.  On  the  2nd  March,  1895,  the  plaintiff  signed  a 
written  acknowledgment  that  the  amount  due  at  that  date 
was  $1,159.54  for  principal  and  $76.49  for  interest.  Fur- 
ther payments  were  made  from  time  to  time  by  the  mort- 
gagors, and  on  the  23rd  February,  1901,  they  made  a  final 
payment  of  $474.88  to  the  defendant  G.  W.  L.  Hickling,  the 
assignee  of  the  mortgage,  which  was  supposed  by  them  and 
by  him  to  be  the  balance  due,  though  the  true  amount  was 
about  $168  only.  This  action  as  launched  was  against  the 
defendant  G.  W.  L.  Hickling  only,  as  assignee  of  the  mort- 
gage, but  the  plaintiffs  before  the  trial  added  the  other  ex- 
ecutor, C.  M.  Hickling,  as  a  defendant,  and  claimed  an  ac- 
count against  the  estate. 

The  trial  Judge  found  that  the  mortgagors  were  unedu- 
cated and  incapable  of  keeping  accounts  or  understanding 
tKem  when  made  out,  and  depended  entirely  on  the  mort- 
gagee,  and,  after  his  death,  upon  the  active  executor,  for  the 
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keeping  of  the  account,  and,  although  they  had  the  written 
receipts  in  their  possession,  they  never  had  the  account 
checked  by  them  or  an  independent  account  made  up  from 
them;  and  he  held  that  the  money  paid  in  excess  of  the 
amount  due,  having  been  paid  in  ignorance  of  the  facts,  was 
recoverable,  notwithstanding  the  acknowledgment  and  not- 
withstanding laches,  the  mortgagors  not  having  waived  all 
inquiry;  also,  that  there  was  no  estoppel;  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff's claim  was  not  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations ;  and 
he  gave  judgment  against  the  executors. 

The  appeal  was  heard  by  Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
Garrow,  JJ.A. 

W.  M.  Douglas,  K.C.,  and  W.  A.  Boys,  Barrie,  for  the 
executors,  contended  that  they  were  not  liable  for  the  over- 
payment (if  any)  to  the  assignee  of  the  mortgage,  and  that 
at  all  events  there  was  an  estoppel,  and  the  Limitations  Act 
applied. 

H.  H.  Strathy,  K.C.,  and  C.  W.  Plaxton,  Barrie,  for 
plaintiff,  contended  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover  against 
the  executors,  but,  if  not,  then  against  the  assignee  per- 
sonally. 

Osler,  J.A. — The  judgment  of  Eobertson,  J.,  against  the 
executors  is  manifestly  wrong,  because  their  testator  was  not 
the  person  who  received  the  erroneous  overpayments  now 
sought  to  be  recovered  back.  He  omitted,  no  doubt,  to  give 
credit  in  his  books  or  on  the  plaintiff's  mortgage  for  two 
items  now  proved  by  his  receipts  therefor  to  have  been  paid 
to  him,  but  plaintiff  made  no  mistake  in  paying  them,  for 
there  was  then  so  much  and  more  due  on  the  mortgage,  and 
when  the  executors  of  the  mortgagee  subsequently  assigned 
the  mortgage  to  the  defendant  G.  W.  L.  Hickling,  in  part 
satisfaction  of  the  legacy  bequeathed  to  him  by  their  testa- 
tor, there  was  still  a  considerable  balance  due  thereon.  The 
time,  therefore,  when  these  payments  should  have  been  taken 
into  account  was  when  the  mortgage  was  being  paid  off  to  the 
defendant  G.  W.  L.  Hickling.  I  am  unable  to  perceive  any- 
thing in  the  evidence  which  created  any  estoppel  as  between 
him  and  plaintiff  so  as  to  have  prevented  the  latter  from 
then  claiming  credit  for  these  payments.  G.  W.  L.  Hick- 
ling was  one  of  the  executors.  He  himself  admits  that  he  did 
not  take  over  the  mortgage  in  reliance  upon  any  statement 
or  admission  then  made  by  plaintiff  of  the  amount  due,  and 
there  is  nothing  which  can  stand  in  the  way  of  his  obtaining 
indemnity  from  the  estate  of  the  testator,  which  has  not  yet 
been  fuUy  wound  up  or  administered,  for  any  sum  the  mort- 
gage may  be  found  to  fall  short  of  what  he  took  it  for.    He, 
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and  not  the  testator,  was  the  person  who  received  too  much, 
and  it  is  the  payment  to  him  which  was  erroneous,  and  by 
the  amount  of  the  sums  received  but  not  credited  by  the  tes- 
tator, made  under  a  mistake  of  fact,  since  there  was  not 
then,  by  that  amount,  so  much  due  on  the  mortgage  held  by 
him.  The  cause  of  action  is,  strictly,  to  recover  back  money 
paid,  by  a  mistake  of  fact,  to  him  and  not  to  the  executors. 

I  cannot  understand  why  the  executors  were  made  parties 
to  the  action,  or  why  G.  W.  L.  Hickling  being  also  a  pi^rty  in 
his  individual  capacity,  judgment  was  not  given  against 
him,  instead  of  against  them. 

The  executors  have  appealed,  insisting  that  this  action 
ought  to  be  dismissed  as  against  them,  and  I  think  they  are 
right.  The  plaintiff,  unfortunately,  omitted  to  appeal,  by 
way  of  precaution  against  that  result,  for  judgment  in  his 
favour  against  G.  W.  L.  Hickling,  and  we  have,  since  the 
argument  of  the  executors'  appeal,  on  which  the  rights  of  all 
the  parties  were  discussed,  permitted  him  to  do  so.  We 
thought  it  possible  that  G.  W.  L.  Hickling  might  desire  to 
have  the  relief  over  against  the  executors  which  he  seems 
clearly  entitled  to,  but  are  now  informed  that  no  order  of 
that  kind  is  sought  for.  Xo  doubt,  he  and  his  co-executor 
will  settle  the  matter  between  themselves,  and  we  have  only 
to  give  the  judgment  which,  in  our  opinion,  our  brother 
Bobertson  should  have  given  at  the  trial,  namely,  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff  against  G.  W.  L.  Hickling  for  the  amount 
*to  which  he  has  been  held  entitled,  and  the  costs  of  the  action 
down  to  the  trial  and  settlement  of  the  judgment  before 
Bobertson,  J.,  as  if  G.  W.  L.  Hickling  had  been  the  original 
and  only  defendant.  As  against  the  executors,  the  action  must 
be  dismissed 'with  costs.  There  should  be  no  costs  of  the 
appeal  to  any  of  the  parties.  Not  to  the  plaintiff,  because  the 
appeal  has  been  rendered  necessary  by  his  erroneous  proceed- 
ings, and  he  fails  as  against  the  executors.  Nor  to  6.  W.  L. 
Hickling,  because  in  the  result  the  plaintiff  has  succeeded 
against  him.  And  not  to  the  executors,  because  the  whole 
of  the  litigation  might  have  been  avoided  if  they  had  acted 
reasonably  and  justly  on  discovering  the  error  made  by  the 
testator,  and  had  arranged  between  themselves  and  the  plain- 
tiff to  indemnify  G.  W.  L.  Hickling  at  once  by  making  good 
to  the  former  the  amount  which  G.  W.  L.  Hickling  is  now 
ordered  to  pay  him. 

Garrow,  J.A.,  gave  written  reasons  for  coming  to  the 
same  conclusion. 

ifACLENXAX  and  Moss.  JJ.A..  also  concurred. 
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CHAMBERS. 

Ke  EXCELSIOK  life  IXSURAXCE  CO.  AXD  DeGEEE. 

Life  I  nsurancc—Policy  in  Fa  tour  of  Mother— Advance  by  Mother  on 
Faith  of—Subsequent  Marriage  of  Insured— Apportionmetit  tn 
Favour  of  Wife— Claim  by  Mother  as  Beneficiary  for  Value. 

Appeal  by  Sarah  Ann  DeGeer  from  order  of  Master 
in  Chambers  (ante  702)  declaring  that  Melina  Amelia  De- 
Geer, the  widow  of  James  DeGeer,  was  entitled  to  $174.25 
payable  under  a  policy  of  life  insurance  in  the  company,  and 
directing  payment  out  of  Court. 

A.  E.  H.  C*reswicke,  Barrie,  for  the  appellant. 

E.  McKay,  for  the  company  and  the  widow. 

Street,  J. — I  think  tlie  case  is  governed  by  Potts  v. 
Potts,  31  0.  E.  452.  The  amendment  effwted  by  1  Edw. 
VII.  ch.  21,  sec.  '2,  is  merely  a  confirmation  of  the  law  as 
declared  in  that  case. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 


Street,  J.  Xovember  25th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

LEXNOX  V.  6EAXD  TEUXK  B.  W.  CO. 

Railway— Injury  to  Person  Crossing  Track— Negligence— Contributory 

Negligence— Findings  of  Jury, 

Action  tried  at  Barrie,  brought  under  Lord  Campbell's 
Act,  for  damages  for  the  death  of  a  man  who  was  run  over 
by  a  train  on  defendants'  line  where  it  crosses  the  sixth  eon- 
cession  of  the  township  of  Flos.  The  jury  found  defendants 
negligent  in  not  whistling,  and  assessed  the  damages  at 
$2,500,  but  answered  in  the  affirmative  a  question  as  to 
whether  deceased  could  have  avoided. the  accident  by  the  ex- 
ercise of  reasonable  care. 

Street,  J.,  held  that  Brown  v.  London  Street  E.  W.  Co., 
2  0.  L.  E.  53,  supported  defendajits'  claim  to  judgment  on 
the  answer  to  the  last  question,  which  was  answered  by  the 
jury  in  the  only  way  they  could  upon  the  evidence  have  pro- 
perly answered  it. 

Action  dismissed  with  costs. 
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Street,  J.  November  26th,  1902. 

chambers. 
Be  pink. 

Will— Constructions-Conflicting  Bequests  of  Personalty— ReconcUinff 
—Ejusdeni  Generis  Rule— Residuary  Bequest. 

Motion  by  Henry  Brown  and  Margaret  Eosevear,  execu- 
tors of  the  will  of  Alexander  Pink,  deceased,  for  a  summary 
order  declaring  the  construction  of  certain  clauses  of  the  will, 
.fhich  was  dated  28th  November,  1899.  The  testator  died  on 
9th  April,  1902.  He  appointed  the  applicants  executors,  and 
directed  them  to  pay  his  debts.  Then  he  made  the  following 
provisions:  "I  give  and  bequeath  all  my  clothing,  wearing 
apparel,  and  personal  effects  to  my  brother  Robert  PinL 
I  give  and  bequeath  all  my  household  furniture  and  other 
personal  property  to  my  sister  Margaret  Eosevear."  He  then 
devised  to  his  sister  Margaret  Eosevear  for  her  life  all  his  real 
estate,  with  remainder  in  fee  to  his  nephew  Eoy  Pink,  subject 
to  certain  legacies  and  annuities  which  he  charged  upon  it. 
He  then  wound  up  his  will  with  the  following  provision: 
'''  The  rest  and  residue  of  my  real  and  personal  property  I 
give,  devise,  and  bequeath  to  my  nephew  Eoy  Pink.''  At  the 
time  of  his  death  the  personal  property  of  the  testator  con- 
sisted of:  household  goods  and  furniture,  $150;  farming 
implements,  horses,  cattle,  etc.,  about  $500;  booK  debts,  $35; 
cash  on  hand  and  in  bank,  $273 ;  wearing  apparel,  watch  and 
chain,  etc.,  $25 ;  total,  $983.  The  questions  to  be  determined 
were  as  to  the  effect  of  the  three  bequests  of  personalty  set 
out  above. 

W.  F.  Kerr,  Cobourg,  for  the  executors  and  for  Margaret 
Eosevear  personally. 

B.  Morton  Jones,  for  Eobert  Pink. 

P.  W.  Harcourt,  for  Eoy  Pink,  an  infant. 

Street,  J. — The  testator  intended  to  give  part  of  his  per- 
sonal estate  to  his  brother  Eobert,  and  part  to  his  sister  Mar- 
garet. Whether  he  also  intended  to  give  any  part  to  his 
nephew  Eoy  was  the  principal  diificulty.  It  being  necessary 
to  limit  the  gift  to  Eobert  in  order  to  leave  something  for 
Margaret,  a  strict  construction  must  be  placed  upon  the  gift  to 
Eobert,  and  this  is  readily  done  by  appljring  the  principle  of 
ejusdem  generis  to  it.  All  that  Eobert  took  was  the  clothing 
and  wearing  apparel  and  the  watch  and  chain,  because  the 
testator  limited  the  bequest  to  his  strictly  personal  effectv«s. 
that  is  to  say,  to  the  effects  connected  with  his  person,  such 
as  his  clothing  and  wearing  apparel.     But  it  would  not  be 
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proper  to  place  a  similar  limited  construction  upon  the  gift 
to  Margaret.  There  is  no  necessity  for  holding  that  the  tes- 
tator intended  Roy  to  take  part  of  his  personal  estate  under 
all  circumstances;-  the  gift,  being  of  a  residue  only,  would 
be  satisfied  by  the  possibility  of  his  taking  under  the  residuary 
clause  any  gift  that  should  lapse.  This  view  is  confirmed 
by  the  testator^s  devise  of  all  his  real  estate,  followed  by  a 
bequest  and  devise  of  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal  pro- 
perty. The  testator,  having  disposed  of  all  his  estate,  both 
real  and  personal,  added  the  residuary  clause  for  the  sake  of 
greater  cautioh  or  as  a  usual  form.  Therefore,  all  the  per- 
sonal estate  which  does  not  pass  to  Robert  passes  to  Margaret, 
and  none  to  Roy. 

Order  accordingly.    Costs  of  all  parties  of  the  application 
to  be  paid  out  of  the  personal  estate  going  to  Margaret. 


Street,  J.  November  26th,  1902. 

chambers. 

Re  DAUBENY. 

Will^-Construction—**  Personal  Representatives  *'— Executors  or  Next 
of  Kin— Part  Intestacy— Rights  of  Widow— Advertisement  for 
Creditors. 

Petition  for  payment  of  money  out  of  Court.  The  direc- 
tion in  the  will  to  the  executors  of  Barak  Daubeny  was  to 
divide  the  estate  upon  the  death  of  his  widow  amongst  the 
persons  named.  William  Gough,  one  of  these  persons,  sur-' 
vived  the  testator,  but  died  in  the  widow's  lifetime,  leaving  a 
widow,  now  Alice  Otter,  but  no  children,  and  leaving  the 
petitioners,  his  sister  Jane  Allingham  and  his  half-brother 
Flinton  John  Medforth,  his  only  next  of  kin.  It  was  plain 
by  the  terms  of  the  will  that' the  share  did  not  vest  in  William 
Gough  during  the  lifetime  of  the  testator's  widow,  but  passed 
under  the  substituted  gift  to  his  personal  representatives 
upon  the  happening  of  his  death  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tes- 
tator's widow.  The  question  was,  whether  by  the  term  "  per- 
sonal representatives"  the  testator  intended  that  William 
Gough's  executors  or  administrators  should  take,  or  his  next 
of  kin. 

W.  H.  Blake,  K.C.,  for  the  petitioners. 

D.  L.  McCarthy,  for  the  executor  of  William  Gough. 

Street,  J. — ^When  there  is  a  gift  of  the  income  to  one 
for  life,  followed  by  a  gift  of  the  corpus  at  the  termination  of 
the  life  estate  to  another,  with  a  substitutional  gift  to  the 
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"  personal  representatives  ^'  of  that  other,  then,  in  the  absence 
of  a  clearly  controlling  context,  these  words  are  to  be  con- 
strued as  meaning  "executors  or  administrators,''  and  not 
'•'next  of  kin."  Re  Crawford's  Trusts,  2  Drew.  230,  Hinch- 
cliffe  V.  Westwood,  2  DeG.  &  Sm.  216,  and  Re  Thompson. 
66  L.  T.  S6,  referred  to.  And  therefore  the  share  of  William 
Gough  became  vested  in  his  executors  as  part  of  his  estate  to 
be  administered. 

William  Gough  by  his  will  bequeathed  to  his  widow  cer- 
tain specific  articles.  Such  bequest  can  not  be  stretehed  to 
cover  his  share  of  the  Daubeny  estate,  and,  there  being  no 
residuary  bequest,  there  was  an  intestacy  as  to  that  share, 
now  represented  by  the  moneys  in  Court. 

William  Gough  having  died  before  1st  July,  1895,  and 
not  wholly  intestate,  liis  widow  is  not  entitled  to  the  increased 
rights  given  by  see.  12  of  R.  8.  0.  ch.  127,  but  merely  to  her 
share  under  the  Statute  of  Distributions. 

There  should  be  an  advertisement  for  creditors  and  per- 
sons having  claims  on  the  estate  of  William  Gough,  in  the 
Gazette  and  a  Sarnia  newspaper,  unless  it  can  be  shewn  that 
an  advertisement  has  already  appeared.  Subject  to  any 
claims  that  may  be  filed,  the  moneys  in  Court,  after  payment 
of  the  costs  of  all  parties  of  this  application,  should  be  paid 
out  one-half  to  Alice  Otter  and  the  other  half  to  the  next  of 
kin  of  William  Gough. 


Winchester,  Master.  Xovember  2Tth,  1902. 

chambers. 

HOLXESS  v.  RUSSELL. 

Lunatic— Plaintiff  Becoming  Imanc  after  Judgment  —  Pro fHisal  Ap- 
peal—Appointment of  ^ext  Friend— Inspector  of  Prisons  and 
Public  Charities. 

Motion  made  on  behalf  of  plaintiff,  who  had  become  insane 
since  the  trial  of  this  action,  for  an  order  appointing  her 
husband  her  next  friend  to  enable  an  a})peal  to  be  taken  to 
a  Divisional  Court. 

E.  Coatsworth,  for  plaintiff. 

J.  H.  Denton,  for  defendant,  objected  that  the  Inspector 
of  I'risons  and  Public  Charities  was  the  proper  person  to  be 
appointed  next  friend. 

The  Master  held,  following  Mastin  v.  Mastin,  15  P.  R. 
177,  that  this  objection  could  not  be  sustained.  Order  madt> 
as  asked.     Costs  in  the  cause. 
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November  27th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 
FLETT  V.  COULTER. 

Infant— Party  to  Action^Right  of  Opposite  Party  to  Examine  for 

Discovery— Discretion  of  Examiner. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff,  an  infant  of  the  age  of  12  years,  by 
his  next  friend,  from  an  order  of  Meredith,  C.J.,  in  Cham- 
bers, dismissing  an  appeal  by  plaintiff  from  an  order  of  the 
Master  in  Chambers  directing  plaintiff  to  attend  at  his  own 
expense  before  a  special  examiner  and  submit  to  be  examined 
as  to  his  competency  to  give  evidence,  and  to  submit  to  be 
examined  viva  voce  for  discovery,  unless  the  special  examiner 
should  deem  him  of  too  tender  an  age  to  be  examined  viva 
voce  upon  oath.  An  affidavit  of  plaintiff's  mother  was  fiJed 
upon  the  motion,  but  it  shewed  no  mental  incapacity  on  the 
part  of  plaintiff. 

J.  G.  O'Donoghue,  for  plaintiff. 

W.  R.  P.  Parker,  for  defendant. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Falconbridge,  C.J., 
Street,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Street,  J. — We  should  adhere  to  the  practice  settled 
nearly  eleven  years  ago  in  Arnold  v.  Playter,  14  P.  R.  399, 
and  dismiss  the  appeal. 

It  appears  to  us  that  the  provision  of  the  order  which  . 
gave  to  the  examiner  a  discretion  to  determine  the  compe- 
tency of  the  infant  and  to  act  accordingly,  was  not  in  ac- 
cordance with  proper  and  convenient  practice.  The  proper 
manner  of  raising  any  question  as  to  the  competency  or 
capacity  of  the  party  to  be  examined  is  by  a  motion  to  set 
aside  the  appointment,  or,  if  there  is  no  time  for  that,  then 
upon  the  motion  to  commit  for  non-attendance,  so  that  the 
question  of  capacity  may  be  raised  and  considered  by  the 
Court  itself.  If  it  be  left  to  the  examiner,  the  Court  is  not 
always  in  a  position  to  review  his  discretion  upon  the  same 
evidence  as  that  upon  which  he  exercised  it. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 


Moss,  C.J.O.  Xqvember  27th,  1902. 

C.A. — CHAMBERS. 

HINDS  V.  TOWN  OF  BARRIE. 

Appeal— Leave— Question    of  « Substance— Joinder    of   Plaintiffs    and 

Causes  of  Action, 

Motion  by  defendants  for  leave  to  appeal  from  order  of  a 
Divisional  Court  dismissing  appeal  from  order  of  Meredith, 
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C.J.,  in  Chambers,  dismissing  application  by  defendants  for 
Hjx  order  calling  upon  plaintiff  to  elect  which  of  the  two  de- 
fendants, the  town  corporation  and  Reuben  Webb,  she  .will 
proceed  against.  The  action  was  brought  for  negligence,  the 
defendants,  as  they  alleged,  being  charged  with  separate  acts, 
done  at  different  times,  the  result  of  both  of  which  was  to 
cause  the  damage. 

W.  M.  Douglas,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

A.  E.  H.  Creswicke,  Barrie,  for  plaintiff. 

Moss,  C.J.O. — The  question  is  one  of  substance,  and  not 
of  mere  practice,  and  sufficient  has  been  shewn  to  make  it 
proper  that  it  should  be  further  discussed  before  the  parties 
proceed  to  trial. 

Leave  granted  on  the  usual  terms. 

Winchester,  Master.  November  28th,  1902. 

chambers. 

DUTHIE  V.  McDEARMOTT. 

Partnership— Appearance  as  for— Foreign  Corporation  Carrying  on 

Business  toithout  License. 

Motion  by  defendants  to.  set  aside  appearance  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  entered  without  authority.  The  defend- 
ants, under  the  name  of  "  McDearmott,  Evans,  &  Lee,'^  were 
doing  a  brokerage  and  stock  business  in  Toronto.  The  per- 
son representing  them  in  Toronto  employed  solicitors  on  their 
behalf  to  arrange  certain  matters  for  them,  and  instructed 
such  solicitors  to  accept  service  of  the  writ  of  summons  in 
this  action,  which  they  did,  and  believing  defendants  to  be 
a  firm,  entered  an  appearance  for  each  supposed  member  of 
the  firm.  It  turned  out,  however,  that  defendants  were  not 
a  firm,  but  a  foreign  corporation,  having  become  incorpor* 
ated  in  the  State  of  New  York. 

W.  H.  Blake,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

G.  Grant,  for  plaintiff,  referred  to  Bank  of  Montreal  v. 
Bethune,  4  0.  S.  341,  and  Genesee  Mutual  Ins.  Co.  v.  Weste- 
nall.  8  U.  C.  R.  487. 

The  Master. — Neither  of  these  cases  nor  the  statute  63 
Vict.  ch.  24  (0.)  shews  that  a  foreign  corporation  carrying  on 
business  in  Ontario,  without  a  license,  can  be  treated  as  a 
partnership  or  firm.  The  appearance  was  improperly  en- 
tered. But,  although  the  solicitors  had  no  authority  to  act 
for  the  corporation,  they  entered  the  appearance  in  good  faith. 

Order  made  striking  out  appearance  without  costs. 
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Winchester,  Master.  November  28th,  190:^. 

chambers. 

NOLAX    V.    OCEAN   ACCIDENT    AND    GUARANTEE 

CORPORATION. 

Life   Insurattce— Action   on   Policy— Condition   as    to    ArJyitration-- 
Public  Policy— Applicatioji  to  Stay  Proceedings. 

Motion  by  defendants  for  an  order  staying  all  proceedings 
in  an  action  brought  by  the  beneficiary  (mother)  named  in 
8  policy  of  insurance  issued  by  defendants  on  the  life  of  the 
late  Dennis  Nolan  for  $1,000,  to  recover  that  sum.  The 
motion  was  made  on  the  ground  that  plaintiff  was  not  en- 
titled to  maintain  the  action,  inasmuch  as  there  had  been  no 
award  under  condition  No.  15  incorporated  in  the  contract 
upon  which  the  action  was  brought,  and  that  the  provisions 
of  condition  15  had  not  been  complied  with.  The  applica- 
tion was  inade  under  R.  S.  0.  ch.  62,  sec.  6. 

H.  Cassels,  K.C.,  for  defendants,  cited  Guerin  v.  Man- 
chester Fire  Assurance  Co.,  29  S.  Q.  R.  139,  and  Mclnnes  v. 
Western  Assurance  Co.,  5  P.  R.  242,  30  U.  C.  R.  580. 

S.  Alfred  Jones,  for  plantiff,  contended  that  there  was  no 
submission  signed  by  both  parties,  as  required  by  R.  S.  0. 
ch.  62,  sees.  2,  6;  that  the  condition  ousts  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court,  and  is,  therefore,  void  as  contrary  to  public 
policy,  citing  Caledonian  R.  W.  Co.  v.  Weenock  and  W.  B. 
R.  W.  Co.,  2  H.  L.  Sc.  347 ;  Davies  v.  Fitzgerald,  1  Ex.  D. 
',237;  Collins  v.  Locke,  4  App.  Cas.  674. 

The  Master  held,  following  Scott  v.  Avery,  5  H.  L.  Cas. 
811,  Edwards  v.  Aberayson  Mutual  Sun  Ins.  Society,  1  Q. 
B.  D.  563,  Reed  v.  Washington  F.  and  M.  Ins.  Co.,  138  Mass. 
672,  and  cases  there  cited,  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  pro- 
ceed notwithstanding  condition  15. 

Motion  refused.     Costs  to  plaintiff  in  the  cause. 

o.w.n.  NO.  42 
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Brixton,  J.  November  29th,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

LACHAlSrCE  V.  LACHANCE. 

Doicer—Rffcrence—liepoi't— Reference   back  —  Judgment— Co8i9— Hale 

of  Land. 

Motion  by  plaintiff  for  judgment  on  report  of  local  Master 
at  Windsor  in  action  for  dower,  and  cross-motion  by  defend- 
ant for  a  reference  back  to  the  Master  to  take  further  evi- 
dence. 

F.  C.  Cooke,  iot  plaintiff. 

B.  U.  McPherson,  for  defendant. 

Britton,  J.,  held,  that,  considering  the  small  amount 
involved  and  the  very  large  expense  already  incurred,  no  use- 
ful purpose  would  be  served  by  a  reference  back  to  the  Master. 
Defendant's  motion  dismissed  without  costs,  and  judgment 
for  plaintiff  for  amount  found  due  by  the  report,  increased 
by  the  costs  of  the  action,  of  the  reference,  and  of  this  motion ; 
the  costs  of  this  motion  to  be  taxed  as  if  it  had  been  unop- 
posed ;  and  for  sale  of  the  lands  on  default  for  one  month  in 
payment  of  amount  so  ascertained. 


Falcoxbridge,  C.J.  December  Ist,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

Re  co-operative  CYCLE  AND  MOTOR  CO. 

Company— Winding-up  —  Contributories  —  Subscription  for  Shares — 
Extrinsic  Evidence— Placing  Shares— Commission— Payment  for 
Shares— Contract— Consideration— Transfer  of  Assets. 

Appeal  by  liquidator  from  report  of  Neil  McLean,  official 
referee,  in  the  matter  of  the  winding-up  of  tlie  company, 
refusing  to  place  McPherson,  Nott,  and  Coulter  on  the  list 
of  contributories. 

E.  B.  Ryckman  and  A.  T.  Kirkpatrick,  for  the  liquidator. 
C.  H.  Ritchie,  K.C.,  for  McPherson. 
G.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  for  Nott. 
J.  D.  Faloonbridge,  for  Coulter. 

Falcoxbridge,  C.J. :  —  In  McPhersonV  case  I  ac- 
cept the  findings    of  the  referee,  which  are  ba^c^J  on  almost 
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uncontradicted  testimony.  The  extrinsic  evidence  is  not 
within  the  mischief  of  the  general  rule  as  tending  to  vary 
the  written  contract.  The  use  of  the  word  '^  commission  ^' 
in  the  letter  of  30th  March,  1901,  shews  that  the  transaction 
is  not  an  ordinary  subscription  for  shares,  and  the  real  trans- 
action could  be  explained  by  parol  evidence.  See  per  Lord 
Davey  in  Bank  of  New  Zealand  v.  Simpson,  [1900]  A.  C.  at 
p.  188.  The  casu  is  not  one  of  the  illegal  issue  below  par  of 
shares  in  the  capital  stock  of  a  company,  as  in  North- West 
Electric  Co.  v.  Walsh,  29  S.  C.  R.  33,  but  it  is  an  agreement 
to  place  shares,  which  is  not  equivalent  to  '^take  shares :'' 
Ke  Monarch  Ins.  Co.,  Gorrieson^s  Case,  L.  R.  8  Ch.  507.  The 
payment  by  a  limited  company  of  a  reasonable  amount  to 
brokers  by  way  of  commission  or  brokerage  for  placing  shares 
is  not  an  act  ultra  vires  of  the  company :  Metropolitan  Coal 
Commissioners  Assn.  v.  Scrimgeour,  [1895]  2  Q.  B.  004. 
What  is  a  reasonable  amount  depends  on  the  circumstances, 
and  the  amount  stipulated  for  here  was,  the  president  of  the 
company  swears,  not  unreasonable.  This  appeal  is  dismissed 
with  costs. 

In  Nott's  case  and  Coulter^s  case,  the  findings  of  the  re- 
feree are  in  entire  accordance  wifh  the  evidence.  Section  25 
of  the  English  Companies  Act,  1867,  made  especial  provi- 
sion for  the  filing  of  a  contract  respecting  payment  of  shares 
in  anything  but  cash,  and  the  English  Companies  Act,  1900, 
sec.''331,  while  repealing  sec.  25,  makes  provision  for  filing 
certain  returns  as  to  allotments  of  shares  issued  for  a  con- 
sideration other  than  cash.  But  there  seems  to  be  no  cor- 
responding section  in  the  Ontario  Companies  Act.  The 
transaction  which  the  liquidator  seeks  to  impeach  was  one 
connected,  complete,  and  integral  transaction  before  the  in- 
corporation of  the  company.  There  was  bona  fide  consider- 
ation for  having  the  shares  paid  up,  and  the  question  of  value 
is  not  capable  of  being  raised  here.  And  there  is  no  doubt 
about  the  identity  of  the  smaller  number  of  shares  as  being 
part  of  the  greater.  One  or  more  of  these  elements  will  be 
found  sufficient  to  distinguish  the  present  case  from  cases 
like  Denfs  Case,  L.  R.  8  Ch.  768;  Fothergill's  Case,  ib.  270; 
Migotli's  Case,  L.  R.  4  Eq.  238.  Nott's  and  Coulter's  con- 
tracts were  fully  performed  by  the  transfer  of  assets.  The 
transactions  seem  to  be  perfectly  straight.  Possible  credi- 
tors cannot  be  prejudiced,  and  it  would  be  an  extreme  hard- 
ship if  these  persons  should  now  be  held  liable  as  contribu- 
tones.    Appeals  dismissed  with  costs. 
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DECEMnER  1st,  190^. 


C.  A. 
REX   V.  MOYER. 

Criminal  Late— Obstruction  of  High  way— Conviction  for— Weight  of 
Evidence  —  Neu)  Trial  —  Direction  to  Jury  —  Proof  of  Originml 
Survey— Onus. 

Appeal  by  defendant,  pursuant  to  leave,  from  his  con- 
viction by  the  Court  of  General  Sessions  for  the  County 
of  Lincoln  upon  an  indictment  for  that  on  or  before  the  1st 
day  of  June,  1901,  in  the  township  of  Clinton,  he  did  erect  and 
build  or  cause  to  be  erected  upon  the  highway,  a  fence  which 

encroached  upon  the  highway.  The  case  was  tried  with  a  jury. 

•  • 

E.  E.  A.  DuVernet  and  J.  H.  Ingersoll,  St.  Catharines, 
for  defendant,  contended  that  the  chairman's  charge  to  the 
jury  had  the  effect  of  wrongly  influencing  them,  because  be 
said  that  if  defendant  was  found  guilty  he  could  not  be 
severely  punished;  that  evidence  was  improperly  admitted; 
that  the  documentary  evidence  shewed  that  no  road  had  ever 
been  laid  out  by  survey,  and  the  proper  inference  to  be  drawn 
was  that  the  land  occupied  by  defendant  and  his  predecessors 
in  title  from  time  immemorial  had  been  fenced  with  reference 
to  a  roadway  established  by  use  and  not  survey. 

W.  M.  German,  K.C.,  for  private  prosecutor. 

The  Court  (Armour,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Maclenxan, 
Moss,  Garrow,  JJ.A.)  on  the  24th  November  gave  judg- 
ment directing  a  new  trial. 

On  the  1st  December  the  following  reasons  were  given  by 

Osler,  J. A. : — The  verdict  appears  to  me  .  .  .  to  be 
against  the  w^eight  of  the  evidence.  Leave  to  appeal  was 
granted  by  the  learned  Chairman  of  the  General  Sessions 
on  this  ground,  and  he  would,  I  think,  have  been  warranted 
in  reserving  a  case  for  our  consideration  under  pec.  743  of 
the  Code,  on  which  we  might  have  been  able  finally  to  dispose 
of  this  particular  indictment. 

In  more  than  one  respect  the  case  was  submitted  to  the 
jury  on  rather  narrow  grounds.  In  cases  of  this  kind,  where 
an  attempt  is  being  made  to  straighten  or  widen  an  old  and 
long  established  road  by  proof  of  an  original  survey,  upwards 
of  one  hundred  years  old,  by  which  the  allowance  is  sup- 
posed to  have  been  established,  but  in  exact  conformity  with 
which  the  road  has  never  been  opened,  laid  out,  or  travelled, 
a  jury  should,  as  I  have  more  than  once  had  occasion  to  say, 
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"be  difitindtly  advised  that  the  onus  of  jjroof  of  the  survey  and 
of  the  exact  location  of  the  road  rests  entirely  on  the  Crown 
or  the  private  prosecutor,  and  long  and  undisturbed  possession 
ought  not  easily  to  be  interfered  with,  except  upon  very  clear 
proof  of  an  encroachment  upon  the  public  highway.  If  a 
reasonable  doubt  exists,  it  is  much  better  that  the  public, 
represented  by  the  municipal  authority,  should,  if  it  is  de- 
sirable to  widen  or  straighten  the  road,  expropriate  from  the 
adjoining  owners  so  much  land  as  may  be  necessary  for  the 
purpose,  than  put  the  owners  and  the  public  to  the  expense 
of  a  harassing  and  generally  costly  litigation  to  enforce  what 
is  too  often,  in  the  absence  of  the  original  measurements,  a 
modem  surveyor's  theory  or  assumption  of  where,  or  on 
^vhich  side  of  a  line,  the  road  ought  to  be. 

In  the  case  before  us,  we  see  that  so  long  ago  as  the  year 
1832  the  exact  location  of  the  line  was  in  doubt,  and  that  the 
action  of  the  commissioners,  though  it  was  ncrt  their  pro- 
vince to  lay  it  out  or  establish  it,  was  not  in  conformity 
^th  what  is  now  contended  for.  The  case  should  have  been 
left  to  the  jury  much  more  favourably  to  the  defendant  than 
it  was,  instead  of  practically  directing  a  verdict  against  him. 


December  2nd,  1902. 

divisional  court. 

DAWDY  V.   HAMILTON,    GEIMSBY,    AND    BEAMS- 

VILLE  ELECTRIC  E.  W.  CO. 

Street  Railway— Accident  to  Paaaenger—Conductor  Attempting  to 
Pull  Passenger  on  Moving  Car— Scope  of  Authority  of  Conductor 
—Question  for  Jury— New  Trial, 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  Street,  J.,  ante 
364,  dismissing  the  action,  which  was  brought  for  damages 
for  injuries  sustained  by  plaintiff  by  being  dragged  along 
Ijehind  one  of  defendants^  cars. 

The  appeal  was  heard  by  Boyd,  C,  and  Meredith,  J. 

W.  M.  German,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

E.  E.  A.  DuVernet,  for  defendants. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by 

Boyd,  C.  : — It  does  not  seem  to  me  that  the  case  has 
been  fully  tried  by  the  jury.  The  question  as  to  the  scope  of 
the  conductor's  authority  is  one  of  evidence,  upon  which  the 
jury  should  pass  if  there  is  any  evidence  upon  the  matter.  I 
Ihink  there  is, and  that  the  effect  of  it  was  for  them  to  consider. 
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.  •  .  It  is  proved  that  jJlaintifE  came  to  the  platform  sta- 
tion and  signalled  the  car  with  the  intention  of  taking  pass- 
age thereon.  'There  was  a  response  made  to  this  signal  hy  the 
slowing  down  of  the  car  as  it  neared  the  platform.  The 
plaintiff  made  up  her  mind  that  the  speed  was  yet  too  great 
for  her  to  attempt  to  board  the  car,  but  it  may  be  fairly  in- 
ferred that  the  conductor  thought  otherwise,  so  that  he  made 
an  eflEort  to  help  plaintiff  by  seizing  her  hand  as  the  car  was 
going  past ;  at  the  same  time  he  rang  the  bell,  which  appears 
to  have  accelerated  the  speed  of  the  car,  and  the  plaintiff  wa^ 
thus  dragged  along  and  hurt.  ....  It  is  the  duty  of 
the  conductor  to  assist  people  in  getting  on  and  off  the  car. 
and  it  may  be  within  the  line  of  his  duty  to  assist  those  who- 
are  apparently  about  to  get  on  a  car  while  it  is  slowing  up. 
It  would  be  for  the  jury  to  pass  upon  the  circumstances  of 
this  case  as  to  the  scope  of  the  conductor's  authority.  .  .  . 
Unless  the  defendants  are  content  with  the  present  findings., 
and  are  willing  to  pay  the  damages,  the  action  should  go  for 
a  new  trial;  costs  to  abide  the  result. 


December  2nd,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

HULL  V.  ALLEN. 

Trusts  and   Trustees— Parol  Evidence   to   Establish    Trust  —  Insuffl' 

ciency  of— Costs, 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  Ferguson,  J.,- 
ante  151,  in  so  far  as  it  was  against  plaintiff. 

The  action  was  brought  to  have  it  declared  that  defendant 
was  a  trustee  for  plaintiff  in  respect  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  of  a  timber  limit  and  a  brickyard  (alleged  by  plaintiff 
to  have  been  transferred  by  him  to  defendant  as  trustee  for 
certain  purposes),  and  of  a  lot  containing  141  acres  (alleged 
to  have  been  bought  by  defendant  for  plaintiff),  and  in  re- 
spect of  other  matters. 

The  trial  Judge  found  in  favour  of  plaintiff  as  to  the- 
timber  limit  and  brickyard,  and  this  appeal  was  taken  by  hun 
as  to  the  141  acres,  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  on  this 
point  clearly  established  the  trusteeship. 

The  appeal  was  heard  by  Boyd,  C,  and  Meredith,  J. 

Wallace  ISTesbitt,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

J.  P.  Mabee,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 
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Boyd,  C.  : — The  trial  Judge  was  of  opinion  that  the  parol 
evidence  was  insufficient  to  establish  a  case  of  trust  in  the  ac 
quisition  of  the  land  held  by  the  def  eiiiant,  so  as  to  give  relief 
to  plaintiff  notwithstanding  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  Doubtless 
the  law  set  forth  in  James  v.  Smith,  [1891]  1  Ch.  388,  is 
modified  and  perhaps  changed  entirely  by  Rochefoucauld  v. 
Bertram,  [1897]  1  Ch.  207;  but  it  is  essential  that  the  evi- 
dence of  such  alleged  trust  be  clear  and  complete  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  Court.  That  element  is  here  lacking,  and  the 
judgment  should  be  affirmed.  It  is  not  a  case  for  costs  of 
appeal. 

Meredith,  J.,  gave  reasons  in  writing  for  coming  to  the 
same  conclusion. 


December  3rd,  1902. 

DIVISIONAL    court. 

STANDABD  TEADING  CO.  v.  SEYBOLD. 

SecuHty  for  Costs— Pnecipe  Order  for— Application  for  Increased 

Amount—Election—Costs, 

Appeal  by  plaintiflFs  from  order  of  MacMahon,  J.,  ante 
724,  reversing  order  of  local  Master  at  Ottawa  refusing  de- 
fendants' application  for  increased  security  for  costs,  and 
requiring  plaintiffs  to  give  additional  security  by  bond  in 
$600  or  by  payment  into  Court  of  $300. 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  plaintiffs. 

D.  L.  McCarthy,  for  defendants. 

The  Court  (Boyd,  C,  Meredith,  J.)  held  that  the 
Master  was  not  bound  by  the  decisions  to  limit  the  defendants 
to  the  amount  of  security  provided  for  by  the  praecipe  order 
obtained  by  them,  and  the  Judge  having  on  appeal  exercised 
a  discretion,  it  would  not  now  be  interfered  with.  In  the 
cases  relied  on  by  the  Master,  Bell  v.  Landon,  9  P.  E.  100, 
had  been  strained  beyond  its  fair  application. 

Appeal  dismissed,  but  order  of  MacMahon,  J.,  varied  by 
directing  that  the  costs  of  the  motion  before  the  Master  and 
of  the  first  appeal  should  be  costs  in  the  cause.  Costs  of  this 
appeal  also  to  be  costs  in  the  cause. 
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December  3rd,  1902. 
divisional  court. 
BAIN  V.  COPP. 

Insurance-Life—Policy  on  Life  of  One  Person  for  Benefit  of  Another 
—AsHffnment—Death  of  A88uredr-€laim  by  Administrator. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  MacMahon,  J., 
ante  707,  in  favour  of  defendants  in  an  interpleader  issue. 

S.  W.  McKeown  and  J.  W.  McCullough,  for  plaintiff. 

W.  N.  Tilley,  for  defendants.  » 

The  Court  (Boyd,  C,  Meredith,  J.)  dismissed  the 
appeal  without  costs. 


December  3rd,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

McDonald  v.  sullivan. 

Attachment  of  Debts— Rent— To  Whom  Due— Heirs  of  Deceased  Land- 
lordr— Executors— Devolution  of  Estates  Act. 

Appeal  by  judgment  creditor  from  order  of  Street,  J.. 
ante  723,  sub  nom.  Reilly  v.  McDonald,  allowing  appeal  from 
order  of  Master  in  Chambers,  ante  721,  and  discharging  a 
garnishing  summons,  under  the  circumstances  mentioned  ante 
721. 

The  appeal  was  heard  by  Boyd,  C,  and  Meredith,  J. 

W.  Proudfoot,  K.C.,  for  judgment  creditor. 

L.  V.  McBrady,  K.C.  for  judgment  debtors. 

Boyd,  C. —    .     .     .     What  was  decided  in  McAuley  v. 
Rumball,  19  C.  P.  286  (of  which  the  head-note  is  so  insuffi- 
cient as  to  be  misleading)  was  that  a  debt  due  to  one  in  a 
representative  character  cannot  be  garnished  to  answer  a  debt 
owing  by  him  in  a  private  capacity,  but  a  debt  due  to  a  dead 
judgment  debtor  may  bo  attached  as  against  his  personal  re- 
presentative: Stevens  v.  Phillips,  L.  R.  10  Ch.  416;  Nash  v. 
Pearce,  47  L.  J.  Q.  B.  766.     Here  the  debt  was  due  by  several 
judgment  debtors,  and  the  rent  garnished  was  payable  to  them 
as  owners  of  the  land  under  rent.     The  south  half  of  the 
land  was  owned  by  G.  W.  Roilly,  the  father  of  the  judgment 
debtors,  and  it  had  descended  to  them  on  his  death  intestate. 
The  other  half  was  owned  by  George  Reilly,  his  son,  who  died 
pending  the  action,  liable  for  the  costs  which  form  the  debt 
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in  question,  and  his  liability  was  taken  up  in  the  action  by 
his  executrix,  Mary  Sullivan.  As  to  her  liability  the  case  is 
plain,  and  as  to  the  others,  the  intervention  of  the  administra- 
trix, who  assumed  to  lease  part  of  the  land,  is  not  material, 
for  no  caution  was  registered,  and  no  estate  is  in  her,  and 
while  she  might  collect  the  rent,  it  is  only  for  the  beneficial  use 
of  the  heirs.  There  are  no  creditors  of  either  estate  affected  by 
the  garnishment,  and  I  think  it  should  work  its  full  effect. 
Older  appealed  from  reversed  and  order  of  Master  in  Cham- 
bers restored.  Costs  of  all  the  proceedings  to  judgment  cre- 
ditor out  of  rent  attached. 

Meredith,  J.,  gave  reasons  in  writing  to  the  same  effect. 


December  5th,  1902. 

C.  A. 

GRAND  HOTEL  CO.  OF  CALEDONIA  SPRINGS  v. 

WILSON. 

GRAND  HOTEL  CO.  OF  CALEDONIA  SPRINGS  v. 

TUNE. 

Trade    Name— Infringement    of—*'  Caledonia    Water  ''—Geof/raphmU 

Designation. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  Boyd,  C,  2  0. 
L.  R.  322,  in  favour  of  plaintiffs  in  an  ax^tion  to  restrain  the 
defendants  from  infringing  the  plaintiffs'  trade  names  and 
for  damages. 

The  appeal  was  heard  by  Moss,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Maclex- 

NAN,  JJ.A. 

W.  E.  Middleton,  for  appellants. 
J?.  Arnoldi,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

Maclennan,  J.A. — The  injunction  granted  by  the  Chan- 
cellor restrained  the  defendants  (1)  from  advertising  or  sell- 
ing their  water  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  under  the  name 
of  '^Caledonia  Water;''  (2)  or  as  coming  from  the  springs 
owned  or  leased  by  plaintiffs;  (3)  or  enclosed  in  anv  bottles, 
barrels,  or  packages  having  any  mark  or  label  contrived  to 
represent  their  water  as  coming  from  the  plaintiffs'  springs; 
(4)  and  particularly  from  using  or  applying  in  Ontario  to  the 
defendants  water  the  words  "  Caledonia  Water,"  "  Water 
from  Caledonia  Springs,''  or  "  Water  from  the  New  Springs 
at  Caledonia;"  and  (5)  from  so  using  and  applving  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  any  name  or  title  of  which  the  word 
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(not  being'  of  the  plaintiffs'  production)  under  or  in  connec- 
tion with  the  word  "  Caledonia/'  without  clearly  distinguish- 
ing such  waters  from  the  plaintiffs'  waters. 

In  the  result,  the  appeal  as  to  all  defendants  except  Tune 
4;  Son  is  allowed  with  costs  and  the  action  dismissed  with.  ! 

costs.  As  to  Tune  &  Son,  the  appeal  is  allowed  except  as  to 
the  first  clause  of  the  injunction  and  the  reference  as  to  dam-  j 

ages.     The  plaintiffs  to  have  against  Tune  &  Son  such  costs  j 

AS  they  would  have  incurred  in  entering  up  judgment  against  ' 

them  by  default  for  so  ixiuch  of  the  injunction  as  plaintiffs  i 

still  retain.  Time  &  Son  to  have  against  plaintiffs  the  rest 
of  the  costs  of  the  action  and  the  costs  of  appeal.  The  costs 
to  be  'set  off  pro  tanto. 

Winchester,  Master.  December  5th.  1902. 

chambers. 

WHELIHAN  V.  HUNTER. 

Venue—Change  of— Speedy  Trial— Postponement  of  Sittinfjs— Second 

Application  by  Plaintiffs  for  Change. 

Motion  by  plaintiffs  for  order  changing  venue. 
The  action  was  brought  by  two  members  of  the  town 
council  of  St.  Mary's  -against  the  remaining  mem- 
bers of  that  council  and  the  municipal  corporation 
of  the  town  for  an  injunction  restraining  defendants 
from  making  payments  on  a  contract  for  waterworks  ex- 
tension; and  for  a  declaration  that  the  contract  is  not  in 
any  way  binding  upon  the  corporation,  on  the  ground  that  no 
by-law  was  passed  authorizing  the  execution  of  the  contract ; 
and  for  other  relief.  The  plaintiffs  moved  for  an  injunction 
against  the  defendants,  and  upon  the  motion  were  directed 
to  go  to  trial  at  the  Brampton  sittings  commencing  on  the 
28th  October,  1902,  but,  not  being  ready  to  proceed  to  trial, 
they  moved  to  change  the  venue  from  Brampton  to  Stratford, 
the  Stratford  sittings  being  at  the  time  set  for  the  8th 
December.  The  application  was  opposed  by  defendants,  but 
an  order  was  made  changing  the  place  of  trial  to  Stratford. 
Afterwards  the  Stratford  sittings  was  postponed  until  13th 
January,  1903.  The  plaintiffs  now  moved  for  a  change  of 
venue  to  Woodstock,  where  the  sittings  was  to  commence  on 
the  15th  December.  This  was  opposed  by  defendants,  on 
the  ground  that  the  council  must  meet  on  the  15th  December, 
pursuant  to  statute,  and  therefore  it  would  be  impossible  for 
defendants  to  attend  at  Woodstock. 

D.  L.  McCarthy,  for  plaintiffs. 

J.  H.  Moss  and  T.  Reid,  for  defendants. 


789 

The  Master  held  that  there  could  be  no  difl&culty,  the 
plaintiffs  being  willing  to  set  the  case  down  at  the  foot  of  the 
list,  so  that  it  would  not  be  called  on  the  first  day.  It  was 
desirable  that  the  action  should  be  tried  this  year,  while  the 
defaadants  were  still  members  of  the  council.  Order  made 
changing  venue  to  Woodstock.  Costs  to  defendants  in  the 
cause. 


Winchester,  Master.  December  5th,  1902. 

chambers. 

PLUMMER  V.  SHOLDICE. 

Parties— Addition  of  Plaintiff— Distinct  Causes  of  Action— Election 

to  Proceed  with  One. 

Motion  by  defendant  to  set  aside  the  statement  of  claim, 
or  that  plaintiffs  be  ordered  to  elect  as  to  which  claim  will  be 
proceeded  witli.  The  action  was  originally  begun  by  plain- 
tiff Plummer  alone,  and  was  brought  to  compel  specific  per- 
formance of  an  agreement  between  him  and  defendant  for  the 
sale  and  purchase  of  50  acres  of  land  near  the  town  of  Sault 
Ste.  Marie.  Before  serving  the  writ  of  summons,  althougli 
defendant  liad  entered  an  appearance  gratis,  the  plaintiff 
obtained  from  the  local  Judge  at  Sault  Ste.  Marie  an  ex  parte 
order  permitting  plaintiff  to  amend  by  adding  Marie  Brown 
as  a  plaintiff,  and  by  adding  to  the  indorsement  of  the  writ  a 
claim  for  the  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  made 
between  her  and  the  defendant  in  respect  to  the  same  land, 
And  a  claim  for  partition  or  sale.  The  writ  was  amended  pur- 
suant to  the  order,  and  a  statement  of  claim  was  delivered, 
which  was  afterwards  amended. 

H.  L.  Dunn,  for  defendant. 

D.  L.  McCarthy,  for  plaintiffs. 

The  Master. — Each  plaintiff  has  a  distinct  cause  of 
action  against  flie  defendant,  and  this  is  improper  under  Rule 
185.  Mooney  v.  Joyce,  17  P.  R.  241,  applied,  notwithstanding 
the  change  in  the  Rule.  The  adding  of  Marie  Brown  with  her 
new  cause  of  action  will  embarrass  the  trial  of  the  action 
originally  instituted.  If  plaintiff  Plummer  is  desirous  of 
proceeding  with  the  action  as  originally  brought,  there  can  be 
no  objection  to  his  retaining  Marie  Brown  as  co-plaintiff. 
Order  made  (as  in  Mooney  v.  Joyce)  that  plaintiffs  do  elect 
within  two  weeks  which  plaintiff^s  claim  will  be  proceeded 
with  in  this  action,  and  do  within  the  same  period  amend  the 
writ  and  statement  of  claim  by  striking  out  all  parts  that 
refer  to  the  claim  of  the  other  plaintiff,  save  as  dealt  with 
above,  and  that  in  defeault  the  action  be  dismissed.  Costs  to 
defendant  in  anv  event. 
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MacMaiion,  J.  December  5th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

ST.  JEAN  y/dANIS. 

Oift—Douatio  Mortis  Causa— Bank  Deixtsit  in  Names  of  Donor  an4 

Donee— Survivorship— Evidence. 

Tlie  plaintiff  sue<l  as  executor  of  Elmire  Champagne  to 
recover  a  sum  of  $385  on  deposit  in  the  Ottawa  branch  of  the 
Merchants  Bank  of  Halifax,  to  the  joint  credit  of  Elmire  Cham- 
pagne and  defendant.  The  defence  was  that  the  money  had 
been  deposited  as  the  joint  money  of  Ehnire  Champagne  and 
defendant,  and  now  belonged  to  the  latter  as  survivor.  Elmire 
Champagne  had,  in  or  about  1900,  told  the  manager  of  the 
Banque  Jacques  Cartier,  where  the  money  had  been  on  de- 
posit in  the  same  way,  until  that  bank  went  into  liquidation^ 
that  at  her  death  it  was  to  be  defendant's,  and  she  liad  made  a 
similar  declaration  to  one  Deverin,  her  grandson,  about  six 
days  before  her  death,  saying  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  give 
def(»ndant  an  order  to  that  effect.  Similar  statements  had 
been  several  times  made  by  the  deceased  to  defendant,  who 
had  charge  of  the  bank  book,  the  deceased  being  at  the  time 
of  the  deposit  a  woman  of  nearly  eighty  years  of  age.  Of 
eight  cheques  issued  against  the  account,  four  were  signe<I 
by  deceased  and  four  by  defendant.  The  deceased  had  in 
1898  mad(^  a  will  bequeathing  all  her  moneys  to  defendant, 
but  this  bequest  had  been  omitted  from  a  will  made  in  1901^ 
because,  as  defendant  alleged,  the  defendant  had  been  made  a 
joint  owner. 

F.  H.  Chrysler,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

George  F.  Henderson,  Ottawa,  and  D.  J.  McDougal,. 
Ottawa,  for  defendant. 

MacMahon,  J. — The  bank  book  being  in  possession  of 
defendant,  and  Mrs.  Champagne  stating  that  the  money  was 
the  defendant's,  constituted  a  good  donatio  mortis  causa.  It 
was  not  necessary  that  Mrs.  Champagne  should  require  her 
daughter  to  produce  the, bank  book  in  order  that  she  might 
immediately  return  it  to  her  again  in  order  t-o  make  a  good 
donatio  mortis  causa.  See  Cain  v.  Moon,  [1896]  2  Q.  B.  383 ; 
O'Brien  v.  O'Brien,  4  0.  R.  450;  Re  Weston,  [1901]  1  Ch. 
680;  Re  Andrews,  [1902]  2  Ch.  394;  Re  Dillon,  44  Ch.  D. 
76.  However,  the  defendant's  right  to  retain  the  money 
might  preferably  be  placed  upon  the  ground  that,  on  the  facts 
found,  the  money  was  the  joint  property  of  deceased  and  the 
defendant,  and  that  it  therefore  became  the  property  of  the 
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survivor :  Williams  on  Personal  Property,  13th  ed.,  pp.  392-3 ; 
Payne  v,  Marshall,  18  0.  R.  499. 

Action  dismissed  with  costs,  including  costs  of  injunction 
motion. 


December  5tii,  1902. 

divisional  court. 

HUNT  V.  TOWN  OF  PALMERSTON. 

Municipal  Corporations— By-laic— Aid  to  Free  Library— Necessity  for 
{Submission  to  Popular  Vote  —  Special  Rate  —  Construction  of 
Statute. 

Appeal  by  defendants  the  town  cor])oration  from  order  of 
MacMahok,  J.,  granting  an  injunction  restraining  them 
from  levying  by  special  rate  $650  in  aid  of  a  tree  library  in 
the  town,  on  the  ground  that  sec.  18  of  the  Public  Libraries 
Act  required  the  by-law  for  this  purpose  to  be  submitted  to 
A  vote  of  the  electors. 

J.  J.  Drew,  Guelph,  for  the  appellants. 

J.  H.  Tennant,  for  defendants  the  Palmerston  Public 
Library  Board. 

J.  Montgomery,  for  plaintiff. 

Boyd,  C.  : — The  by-law  may  be  uplield  under  sec.  591  (4) 
of  the  Municipal  Act,  empowering  municipalities  to  make 
grants  in  aid  of  public  libraries.  Section  18  of  the  Public 
Libraries  Act  "first  appears  in  1895,  while  tbe  power  of  muni- 
cipalities to  make  grants  to  mechanics'  institutes  or  free  li- 
l)raries  dates  back  to  1866.  Long  established  law  should  not 
l)e  reduced  by  ambiguous  legislation  such  as  tno  section  re- 
ferred to,  which  may  have  its  full  and  legitimate  appliciition 
by  being  applied  to  the  raising  of  ways  and  means  by  by- 
laws under  the  requisitionary  powers  intrusted  to  particular 
free  library  boards  under  sees.  14  and  17  of  the  Act.  Sections 
14  and  18  are  probably  to  be  read  together;  so  that  "speciar 
rate  '^  is  defined  to  be  the  "  special  annual  rate  "  wdiich  is  to 
be  levied  to  provide  the  amount  estimated  by  a  free  library 
board  as  being  required  to  meet  the  yearly  expenses  necessary 
for  carrying  the  Act  into  effect.  The  broad  distinction  be- 
tween that  and  the  matter  in  hand  is  that  in  that  case  the 
library  board  can  enforce  its  demands  upon  the  municipal 
corporation,  subject  to  a  popular  vote,  whereas  in  this  in- 
:stance  the  question  is  purely  one  of  bounty  and  grace  on  the 
part  of  the  municipality.     Appeal  allowed. 

Meredith,  J.,  gave  reasons  in  writing  for  coming  to  the 
^ame  conclusion. 


792 
Britton,  J.  December  Gth,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

Be  PELOT  and  TOWNSHIP  OF  DOVER. 

Municipal  Corporations— By-law  —  Divermon  of  Road  —  Intereat  of 
Individuals— Contrary  to  Public  Interest. 

Motion  by  Emily  Pelot,  a  ratepayer  of  the  township  and  an 
owner  of  land  affected  by  by-law  No. 21  of  1901,for  a  summary 
order  quasliing  clauses  1  and  2  of  that  by-law,  which  is  inti- 
tuled a  by-law  to  divert  part  of  the  Given  road  in  the  town- 
ship, which  by-law  was  passed  on  the  21st  October,  1901,  and 
was  confirmed  by  a  by-law  of  the  county  council  of  Kent 
passed  on  the  7th  June,  1902,  as  required  by  sec.  660  of  the 
Municipal  Act.  The  road  was  used  for  the  purpose  of  an 
exit  to  Big  Point  road.  The  by-law  provided  for  the  closing 
up  of  a  piece  of  the  road  and  the  opening  up  of  a  piece  in 
substitution  for  it. 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  the  applicant,  contended  that  the  by-law 
was  not  passed  in  the  interest  of  the  public  at  large,  but  at 
the  instance  and  for  the  benefit  of  Poissant  and  Gore,  two 
land-owners,  and  also  that  the  by-law  was  bad  because  the 
notices  required  by  statute  were  not  duly  given. 

M.  Wilson,  K.C.,  for  the  township  corporation. 

Britton,  J.  (after  setting  out  the  evidence  at  length)  : — 
After  a  good  deal  of  consideration  and  with  some  hesitation, 
I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  this  by-law  was  not  passed 
in  the  public  interest,  but  in  the  interest  of  Gore  and  Pois- 
sant, and  therefore  improperly  passed,  and  cannot  stand.  It 
violates  the  rule,  now  so  well  established,  that  corporate  pow- 
ers must  not  be  exercised  for  the  benefit  of  one  or  two  In- 
dividuals at  the  cost  of  others,  not  necessarily  at  the  pecuniary 
cost,  but  must  not  be  so  exercised  as  to  put  many  to  unneces- 
sary inconvenience  for  the  manifest  advantage  of  one  or  two: 
Pells  V.  Boswell,  8  0.  R.  680;  Peck  v.  Gait,  46  IT.  C.  R.  211; 
Morton  v.  St.  Thomas,  6  A.  II.  323;  Ilewisou  v.  Pembroke, 
6  0.  E.  170;  Vashon  v.  East  Hawkesbury,  30  C.  P.  194; 
Komney  v.  Mersea,  11  A.  E.  712.  The  by-law  is  partial  and 
unjust  in  its  operation  as  between  those  of  the  township  in- 
terested in  the  road. 

In  the  view  t)aken,  it  is  not  necessary  to  consider  the  ques- 
tion of  notice  and  advertisement  of  the  by-law.  The  evidence 
establishes  that  there  was  a  formal  adjournment  of  the  con- 
sideration of  the  by-law  from  the  30th  Septanber  to  the  next 
meetiUjg  of  the  council,  which  was  held  on  2l8t  October,  1901. 

Order  made  quashing  clauses  1  and  2  of  the  by-Taw  as 
asked,  with  costs  against  the  township  corporation. 
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TRIAL. 

SCHIEDELL  v.  BURROWS. 
Fixtures— Machi fiery  in  Factory— Rights  of  Mortgagee— Intention. 

Action  by  plaintiff,  a  mortgagee,  to  restrain  the  removal  of 
certain  looms  in  a  carpet  factory  at  Breslau.  The  plaintiff 
had  been  owner  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  had  used 
them  for  a  shoddy  mill,  there  being  an  engine,  a  boiler,  and 
shafting  on  the  property.  The  defendant  bought  the  whole, 
giving  back  a  mortgage  in  which  the  engine,  boiler,  etc.,  were 
specifically  mentioned,  and  carried  on  a  carpet  manufac- 
turing business,  bringing  in  for  the  purpose  seven  looms. 
These  were  not  in  any  way  attached  to  the  freehold,  except 
by  their  own  weight,  but  plaintiff  contended  that  they  were 
nevertheless  part  thereof  by  reason  of  their  use  and  from 
defendant's  intention  to  make  them  so. 

Britton,  J.,  held  that  theje  was  no  such  intention  on  the 
part  of  defendant  that  the  looms  should  be  used  as  part  of  the 
carpet  factory  at  Breslau  as  to  render  it  necessary  to  use 
them  only  there.  Also,  that  in  these  days,  when  frequent 
changes  take  place  in  the  construction  of  machines,  when  im- 
provements are  constantly  made,  and  at  great  cost,  in  machin- 
ery of  all  kinds,  the  inclination  of  the  Court  diould  be  to 
relax,  where  possible,  in  favour  of  the  owner  of  chattels, 
rather  than  carry  further,  decisions  giving  to  the  mortgagee 
or  owner  of  the  freehold  machines  put  in  for  trade  purposes. 
The  result  might  have  been  different  if  defendant  had  merely 
purchased  the  property  with  the  intention  of  erecting  a  car- 
pet factory,  and  without  any  machinery  thereon  being  speci-. 
fically  referred  to. 

Action  dismissed  with  costs.  Defendant  to  receive  the 
$400  paid  into  Court.  Defendant's  claim  for  damages  by 
reason  of  injunction  reserved  to  be  tried  at  some  future  time. 


December  6th,  1902. 

DIVISIONAL  court. 

BEAUDRY  V.  GALLIEN. 

Judgment— Reference  by  Consent     to   Experts— Misunderstanding  of 
Counsel  as  to  Purpose  of  Reference— Opening  up  Judgment. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  judgment  of  local  Master  at 
Ottawa  in  mechanics'  lien  action,  tried  before  him,  finding 
$1,956  due  from  defendants  to  plaintiff.  The  question  in- 
volved the  examination  of  a  great  number  of  items  in  the 
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account  between  the  parties,  and  when  the  parties  were  pres- 
ent, ready  to  proceed  with  the  trial,  it  was  arranged  that  there 
should  be  a  reference  to  two  experts  to  go  over  the  accounts. 
The  experts  did  so,  finding  due  from  defendants  to  plaintiff 
the  amount  for  which  judgment  was  given.  When  the  parties 
again  went  before  the  Master,  a  difference  of  opinion  arose  as 
to  what  result  the  examination  by  the  experts  was,  under  the 
arrangement,  to  have  had.  The  plaintiff^s  counsel  said  it 
was  to, be  finally  binding:  the  defendants'  that  the  reference 
was  only  to  ascertain  the  amounts  payable  on  each  item,  if 
correct,  leaving  defendants  to  assert  that  they  were  not  liable 
for  some  or  any  of  them.  The  arrangement  had  not,  at  the 
time,  been  reduced  to  writing  by  either  counsel  or  by  the 
Master,  but  the  latter  s  recollection  of  it  corresponded  with 
that  of  plaintiff's  counsel,  and  he  entered  judgment  for  the 
amount  found  due  by  the  experts. 

What  the  arrangement  was,  was  the  only  question  on  tlie 
appeal.  The  appeal  was  heard  by  Falconbridge,  C.  J.,  and 
Street,  J. 

6.  F.  Henderson,  Ottawa,  for  the  appellants. 

Owen  Eitchie,  Ottawa,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Street,  J.: — ^The  Court  can  not,  under  the  circum- 
stances, avoid  accepting  the  statement  of  defendants'  coimsel 
that  he  never  agreed  to  the  arrangement  which  the  Master 
found  to  have  been  the  one  stated  to  him  by  counsel.  It  must 
be  concluded  that  the  parties  were  not  ad  idem:  that  there 
was  a  misunderstanding.  See  Wilding  v.  Sanderson,  [1897] 
2  Ch.  534. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. : — I  assent  with  great  reluctance. 
The  result  is  most  unfortunate,  but  is  inevitable,  unless  de- 
fondants'  counsel  is  to  be  held  guilty  of  bad  faith. 

Judgment  set  aside  and  matter  referred  to  local  Master 
for  trial  uiifottored  by  finding  of  experts.     No  costs  of  appeal. 


THE 

Ontario  Weekly  Reporter. 

(To  AND  INOLUDINQ  DECEMBER  I3TN,  1902.) 

Vol.  I.  TORONTO,  DECEMBER  i8,  1902.        No.  43 

^  — • 

December  8th^  1902. 
election  trial. 

Be  south  oxford  PBOVIXCIAL  ELECTION. 

Parliamentary  Elections — Corrupt  Practices— Hiring  Vehicles— Statu- 
tory Declarations  of  Proposed  Witnesses  —  Saving  Clause  — 
"Trifling  Extent"— Personal  Charges  against  Respondent— Dis- 
agreement of  Judges. 

The  particulars  of  the  petition  contained  114  distinct 
charges  of  corrupt  practices.  At  the  trial  before  Street 
and  Britton,  J  J.,  at  Woodstock,  evidence  was  given  as  to  24 
of  the  charges,  the  others  being  abandoned. 

G.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  and  A.  G.  Slaght,  for  the  petitioners. 

S.  H.  Blake,  K.C.,  and  Edmund  Bristol,  for  the  respon- 
aent. 

Street  and  Britton,  JJ.,  were  unable  to  agree  as  to  two 
of  the  charges,  one  of  which  was  a  personal  charge  against 
the  respondent  of  having  corruptly  paid  to  one  Lloyd,  the 
hostler  at  an  hotel,  the  sum  of  $1 ;  and  the  other  of  which  was 
the  charge  of  bribery  by  an  agent.  The  only  charge  they 
both  held  to  have  been  proven  was  charge  No.  6,  to  the  effect 
that  John  W.  Patterson,  whose  agency  was  established  to  their 
satisfaction,  had  hired  horses  and  conveyances  from  two  livery 
stable  keepers  in  Ingersoll,  for  the  purpose  of  conveying 
voters  to  and  from  the  polls  on  election  day. 

Street,  J.,  referred  to  the  practice  of  engaging  vehicles 
to  drive  voters  to  the  polls,  and  said : — 

There  is  no  doubt  that  at  every  election  numbers  of  public 
cabs  and  livery  vehicles  are  furnished  to  both  sides  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  voters  to  the  polls,  and  I  think  I  am  not 
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wrong  in  saying  that  in  most  cases  these  are  paid  for  as  soon 
as  it  is  deemed  safe  so  to  do.  In  other  words,  the  law  upon 
this  subject  is  systematically  broken  or  evaded,  and  it  strikes 
me  as  most  desirable  that  some  change  should  be  made,  and 
that  the  use  for  election  purposes  of  public  conveyances  kept 
for  hire  should  either  be  prohibited  absolutely  on  the  day  of 
the  election,  or  their  owners  should  be  permitted  to  let  them 
out  on  election  days  at  the  usual  rates  of  hire. 

The  hiring  of  these  conveyances  by  Patterson  being  the 
only  corrupt  practice  proved  to  have  been  committed  in  the 
judgment  of  both  the  Judges  presiding  at  the  trial,  we  are 
asked  by  counsel  for  the  petitioner  to  hold  that  the  election 
is  void.  In  my  opinion,  however,  we  must  give  effect  to  the 
saving  clause  introduced  in  the  Act  by  sec.  172,  which,  though 
not  happily  expressed,  appears  to  me  to  be  intended  to  meet 
such  a  case  as  the  present,  where  the  corrupt  practices  proved 
are  of  such  trifling  extent  that  it  cannot  reasonably  be  sup- 
posed that  the  result  has  in  any  way  been  affected  by  them. 
Indeed,  if  we  are  not  to  apply  it  in  this  case,  we  must,  in 
effect,  hold  that  the  saving  clause  is  practically  a  dead  letter. 
The  proper  holding,  in  my  opinion,  must  be  that  the  corrupt 
practices  proved  have  not  voided  the  election,  and  that  the  re- 
spondent is  entitled  to  retain  his  seat. 

As  to  the  question  of  the  propriety  of  taking  statutory 
declarations  from  persons  giving  information  of  alleged  cor- 
rupt practices  was  much  discussed  during  the  trial  and  upon 
the  argument  before  us,  I  think  I  should  add  a  few  words 
with  regard  to  it.  The  impropriety  of  taking  such  declara- 
tions has  been  repeatedly  pointed  out,  and  the  reasons  why 
the  practice  is  improper  stated.  When,  however,  the  per- 
sons making  these  declarations  are  p^id  sums  of  money  for 
making  them,  it  is  obvious  that  the  impropriety  is  greatly  in- 
creased. A  now  element  is  then  introduced,  adding  seriously 
to  the  difficulty,  already  sufficiently  great,  of  separating  the 
truth  from  the  mass  of  perjury  which  is  so  common  a  feature 
of  election  trials.  It  is  a  practice  which  is  not  only  improper, 
but  unwise,  for  it  goes  far  to  defeat  its  own  object  by  neces- 
sarily casting  an  increased  amount  of  suspicion  and  doubt 
upon  the  evidence  of  all  witnesses  who  state  that  they  have 
taken  bribes  for  their  votes. 

The  respondent  should  have  the  general  costs  of  the  peti- 
tion and  trial,  but  the  petitioners  may  set  off  their  costs  of 
the  charges  upon  which  they  succeeded,  and  there  should  be 
no  costs  to  either  party  of  the  charges  upon  which  we  have 
disagreed. 
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Britton,  J. — This  is  a  case  where,  at  the  most,  whatever 
disagreement  there  may  have  been  or  suspicion,  if  any,  on  the 
part  of  either  or  both  Judges,  it  is  found  that  two  corrupt  prac- 
tices by  agents  of  the  respondent  have  been  committed.  If  these 
were  committed  with  the  knowledge  of  the  respondent,  then  his 
election  is  void,  but  the  relieving  clause,  174,  may  be  invoked 
against  disqualification.  If  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
respondent,  his  election  is  void  unless  these  corrupt  practices 
were  of  such  a  trifling  nature  or  extent  that  the  result  cannot 
have  been  affected  by  them  altogether  in  connection  with  other 
illegal  practices.  The  corrupt  practices  proved  were  the 
hiring  of  teams  by  J..  W.  Patterson  to  convey  voters  on  elec- 
tion day.  I  do  not  find  any  evidence  to  shew  that  either 
of  these  corrupt  acts  was  done  with  the  knowledge  of  the  re- 
spondent. Speaking  for  myself,  I  must  say  the  evidence  of 
the  respondent,  if  he  did  not  really  know  of  or  consent  to  the 
hiring  of  rigs,  might  have  been  more  full.  In  dealing  with 
a  serious  charge  of  this  nature  there  should  be  affirmative 
evidence  of  the  respondent's  knowledge  or  consent,  and  I  do 
not  find  that. 

Section  172  recognizes  that  there  may  be  a  corrupt  prac- 
tice of  a  trifling  nature  which  would  not  affect*  the  result. 
The  question  then  is:  Has  this  election  been  reasonably  af- 
fected by  the  corrupt  practices  established  at  the  trial  ?  The 
vehicles  were  hired  to  convey  presumably  legal  voters  to  the 
polls.  The  question  of  influencing  cannot  be  considered,  as 
one  of  them  was  a  Liberal  and  the  other  a  Conservative.  As 
to  the  application  of  sec.  172,  I  have  read  carefully  the  sec- 
tions to  which  we  have  been  referred.  I  adopt  the  language 
of  Mr.  Justice  Ferguson  in  the  Hamilton  Case,  1  Elec.  Cas. 
at  p.  524 :  "  As  to  whether  or  not  the  act  was  of  trifling  ex- 
tent, I  have  difficulty  in  perceiving  just  what  is  meant  by  the 
'  expression,  but  I  do  not  intend  to  add  to  what  has  been  said 
by  so  many  Judges  in  regard  to  the  difficulties  in  construing 
or  understanding  this  section.  The  reasoning  of  the  learned 
Chancellor  in  the  East  Simcoe  case  is  applicable  in  this  case. 
Chief  Justice  Cameron  says  the  section  is  pernicious  in  its 
effect  and  calculated  to  open  the  door  to  misconduct  in  elec- 
tions, but  the  section  is  there,  and  I  am  bound  to  give  it 
effect.    .     .     .^' 

To  deal  with  this  particular  case,  where  the  majority  was 
173,  we  cannot  say  otherwise  than  that  the  two  corrupt  acts 
proved  were  of  such  trifling  nature  and  extent  that  the  result 
cannot  reasonably  be  supposed  to  be  affected  by  them.  I 
therefore  agree  with  my  learned  brother  in  the  application 
of  this  section. 
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C.A.^-CHAMBERS. 

SMITH  V.  HUNT. 

Appeal— To  Supreme  Court  of  Canada — Extension  of  Time—<rround9 
for  Allotcinff— Negotiations  for  SeitlemenP— Special  Circum- 
stances— Bona  Fide  Intention  to  Appeal. 

Motion  by  defendants  Hunt  and  Roberts  for  an  order  ex- 
tending the  time  for  appealing  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Can- 
ada from  the  judgment  of  the  Court, of  Appeal  (ante  598). 

D.  L.  McCarthy,  for  the  applicants. 

F.  A.  Anglin,  K.C.,  for  plaintiflE. 

!Moss,  C.J.O. — The  judgment  of  this  Court  was  delivered 
on  the  19th  September,  1902.  The  first  proceeding  taken 
toward  an  appeal  was  the  service  on  17th  November  of  a 
notice  of  intention  to  appeal,  but,  as  no  such  notice  was  neces- 
sary, its  service  was  material  only  as  evidence  of  the  inten- 
tion it  expressed. 

The  afiidavit  filed  in  support  of  the  motion  set  out  that 
about  the  end  of  September  negotiations  for  a  settlement 
were  going  on,  and  that  these  continued  until  17th  Novem- 
ber, when  defendants  and  their  attorney  spent  all  day  with 
plaintiff's  solicitors,  ultimately  failing  to  reach  a  settlement. 
Thereupon,  as  the  defendants  alleged,  plaintiff's  solicitors 
were  advised  to  proceed  with  an  appeal.  Notice  of  appeal  was 
served  and  leave  to  serve  notice  of  this  motion  obtained  20th 
November. 

Upon  an  application  of  this  nature  it  lies  upon  the  appli- 
cant to  shew,  among  other  things,  a  bona  fide  intention  to 
appeal,  entertained  while  the  right  of  appeal  exists,  and  a 
suspension  of  further  proceedings  by  reason  of  some  special 
circumstances  in  consequence  of  which  they  are  held  in  abey- 
ance. No  such  case  was  made  out  here.  Further,  there  was 
no  evidence  of  any  communication  to  plaintiff  or  his  solicitors 
of  any  intention  to  appeal,  or  any  arrangement  or  any  under- 
standing that  the  time  for  appealing  should  not  be  considered 
as  running  during  the  negotiations.  In  spite  of  In  re  Man- 
chester Economic  Building  Society,  24  Ch.  D.  488,  where 
it  is  said  that  leave  should  be  granted  where  justice  requires 
it,  no  leave  should  be  given  here ;  and  in  any  case  no  extension 
should  in  any  event  have  been  granted  in  favour  of  the  de- 
fendant Robert^i,  who  did  not  appeal  from  the  judgment  at 
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the  trial,  but  as  respondent  urged  some  objections  to  the  judg- 
ment, chiefly  in  respect  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  and  to 
costs. 

Application  of  both  defendants  refused  with  costs. 


Falconbridge,  C.J.  December  9th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

Re  BERGMAN  v.  ARMSTRONG. 

Division   Court— Jurisdiction— Action   lor  Declaration  of  Right   to 

Rank  on  Insolvent  Estate, 

Motion  by  defendant  for  prohibition  to  the  1st  Division 
Court  in  the  county  of  Middlesex  against  further  proceed- 
ing on  a  judgment  obtained  in  that  Court  against  defendant, 
as  assignee  of  an  insolvent,  declaring  that  plaintiff,  as  an 
employee  of  the  insolvent,  was  entitled  to  rank  upon  the  in- 
solvent's estate  for  wages  earned  up  to  the  time  of  the  in- 
solvency, in  priority  to  ordinar}'  creditors. 

W.  H.  Blake,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

W.  Davidson,  foi*  plaintiff. 

Falconbridge,  C.J.,  held  that  the  Division  Court  had 
no  jurisdiction  to  entertain  the  action  under  the  Division 
Courts  Act:  Whidden  v.  Jackson,  18  A.  R.  439.  It  would 
liave  been  supposed  that  the  amendment  made  to  sec.  22  of 
the  Assignments  and  Preferences  Act  (R.  S.  0.  ch.  147)  in 
the  revision  of  1897,  whereby  it  was  provided  that  in  case  an 
action  to  establish  a  claim  against  the  estate  of  an  insolvent 
was  brought  in  the  Division  Court,  the  summons  should  be 
hcrved  upon  the  assignee,  was  intended  to  be  of  some  effect. 
The  question,  however,  came  before  Ferguson,  J.,  since  the 
amendment,  in  a  case  of  Perry  v.  Laughlin,  unreported,  and 
he  came  to  the  conclusion  that  there  was  no  jurisdiction  in 
the  Division  Court. 

Order  made  for  prohibition  as  asked.  Xo  costs,  the  earlier 
decision  not  having  been  reported. 


Boyd,  C.  December  9th,  1902. 

chambers. 

REX  V.  HAYWARD. 
Criminal  Latv— Magistrate's  Conviction  for  Theft— ^uvehiie  Offender- 
Place  of  Imprisonment— Duration  of  Sentence-Discharge— Order 
for  Further  Detention— Circumstances. 

Motion  for  discharge  of  prisoner  brought  up  on  habeas 
corpus  from  the  Central  Prison.     The  information  was  for 
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stealing  eighty  cents  out  of  the  contribution  box  in  the  Con- 
gregational Church  at  Paris.  The  defendant  pleaded  guilty 
before  a  police  magistrate,  and  was  convicted  and  sentenced 
to  imprisonment  for  two  years  in  the  Proviticial  Reforma- 
tory. The  magistrate  was  informed  that  the  defendant  was 
over  seventeen  years  of  age,  and  this  was  sworn  to  on  this 
application.  A  formal  commitment  to  the  reformatory  was 
made  out,  under  which  the  prisoner  was  received  there,  but 
he  ^as  sent  thence  to  the  Central  Prison  without  any  formal 
direction. 

E.  E.  A.  DuVernet  and  Gordon  J.  Smith,  Paris,  for  the 
prisoner. 

Frank  Ford,  for  the  Crown. 

Boyd,  C,  held  that  there  had  here  been  a  miscarriage, 
first  in  sending  a  boy  over  17  years  of  age  to  the  reformatory, 
and  next  in  sending  him  on  a  sentence  of  two  years  to  the 
Central  Prison,  whereas  a  sentence  of  less  than  two  years 
only  should  be  to  the  Central  Prison,  and  a  sentence  for  not 
less  than  two  years  to  the  Penitentiary:  Criminal  Code,  sec. 
U56;  E.  S.  C.  ch.  183,  sec.  19.  Therefore,  upon  the  papers, 
no  legal  authority  appeared  to  authorize  the  <\'arden  of  the 
Central  Prison  to  receive  and  detain  the  defendant. 

On  the  question  of  whether  the  case  was  a  proper  one  for 
further  detention,  under  sec.  752  of  the  Code,  and  on  a  con- 
sideration of  the  facts,  bringing  the  case  under  Beg.  v.  Ran- 
dolph, 32  0.  E.  212,  the  Chancellor  held,  that  the  matter  fell 
to  be  dealt  with  under  sec.  783  of  the  Code,  the  correct  read- 
ing of  sec.  785,  suggested  by  the  gloss  on  the  margin,  being 
to  comprehend  summary  trial  in  "  certain  other  cases  "  than 
those  specifically  enumerated  in  sec.  783.  When  the  case  in 
reality  falls  under  sec.  783  (a),  it  is  to  be  treated  as  a  com- 
l)aratively  petty  offence,  with  the  extreme  limit  of  incarcera- 
tion fixed  at  six  months. 

Discharge  of  prisoner  ordered,  he  having  been  imprisoned 
since  2nd  October,  not  being  now  in  lawful  custody,  and  being 
a  first  offender.  No  action  to  be  brought  against  anyone  by 
reason  of  imprisonment. 


Boyd,  C.  December  9th,  1902. 

weekly  court. 

LEDUC  V.  BOOTH. 

'Will-Construction— Provision  for  Maintenance  of  Person— AUema- 

five  Provision. 

Motion  by  plaintiff  for  judgment  on  the  pleadings  in  an 
action  brought  for  a  declaration  of  the  true  construction  of 
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the  will  of  James  Eves,  and  ior  arrears  of  an  annuity  granted 
thereby.  By  the  will  all  testator's  real  and  personal  property 
was  bequeathed  to  William  Booth  (the  defendant)  on  con- 
dition that  he  should  pay  $50  per  month  to  the  plaintiff,  "  she 
also  to  have  the  use  of  the  house  where  I  now  live/'  By  a 
codicil  the  will  was  varied  by  providing  that  if  William  Booth 
^*  in  his  own  absolute  judgment  is  of  opinion  that  it  will  be 
best  for"  the  plaintiff  "to  be  cared  for  in  some  institution 
or  hospital,  .  .  .  then  the  said  William  Booth  shall  have 
the  right  ...  to  place  her  in  a  place  where  she  may  re- 
ceive proper  care,  attention,  and  necessaries  for  one  in  her 
condition  .  .  .  and  may,  with  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff, 
"  remove  her  to  one  of  the  institutions  carried  on  under  his 
direction."  After  the  removal  of  plaintiff  io  the  hospital 
the  provision  as  to  the  plaintiff's  occupation  of  testator's 
house  was  declared  to  be  void,  and  the  codicil  further  pro- 
vided that  the  payment  of  the  $50  per  month  "  shall  not  be 
a  charge  upon  my  property,  real  or  personal." 

J.  E.  Jones,  for  plaintiff. 

A.  Hoskin,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

Boyd,  C. — In  August,  1901,  the  defendant  came  to  the 
conclusion,  and  made  it  known  to  the  plaintiff,  that  it  would 
be  for  her  welfare  to  give  up  keeping  house  and  take  the  sub- 
stituted benefit  contemplated  by  the  will  and  left  to  be  brou^^ht 
into  effect  by  the  absolute  judgment  of  the  defendant.  He 
was  to  have  the  ri^ht  and  authority  to  place  her  in  a  suitable 
institute,  with  this  limitation,  that,  if  the  institution  was^ 
one  carried  on  under  his  direction,  (i.e.,  as  part  of  the  organ- 
ization of  the  Salvation  Army)  then  the  removal  of  the  plain- 
tiff was  to  be  with  her  consent.  The  will  is  not  to  be  read 
as  requiring  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff  if  the  defendant 
selected  an  independent  and  sufficiently  adequate  house  for 
aged  and  infirm  persons.  This  he  has  done  in  the  selection 
he  has  made,  and  he  is  willing  that  the  plaintiff  should  take 
any  other  place  of  a  similar  nature,  and  not  too  expensive, 
if  she  prefers  it. 

Judgment  declaring  defendant  to  be  entitled  to  possession 
of  the  house,  and  to  cease  the  payment  of  the  $50  per  month, 
and  charging  him  with  no  further  sum  than  $17  per  month, 
since  December,  1901 ;  directing  him  (as  in  terms  of  his  offer) 
to  allow  plaintiff  $15  pocket  money,  pay  her  expenses  at  a 
home  not  under  his  direction,  and  pay  the  costs  of  the  liti- 
gation. 
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Falconbridge,  C.J.  December  9th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

COTE  V.  MELOCHE. 

Mortgage^De fault  of  Payment  of  Interest— Possegsion. 

The  husband  of  the  plaintiff  had,  before  he  died,  in  order 
to  befriend  defendant,  taken  a  deed  of  the  land  in  question 
in  his  own  name,  and  executed  a  mortgage  back  for  part  of 
the  purchase  money.  The  mortgagee  died,  and  the  plaintiff, 
not  as  administratrix  of  her  husband's  estate,  but  out  of  her 
own  moneys,  bought  the  mortgage  and  took  an  assignment 
thereof  from  the  executors  of  the  mortgagee,  who  had  threat- 
ened her  with  legal  proceedings. 

The  plaintiff  now  claimed  possession  of  the  land. 

A.  H.  Clarke,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

D.  R.  Davis,  Amherstburg,  and  F.  H.  A.  Davis,  Amherst- 
Wrg,  for  defendant. 

Falconbridge,  C.J.,  said  that  it  was  very  xmfortunate 
that  the  matter  could  not  have  been  accommodated  without 
costly  litigation.  No  interest  having  been  paid  by  defendant 
since  March,  1901,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  possession. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff  without  costs. 

'  December  9th,  1902. 

C.  A. 

BERTUDATO  v.  FAUQUIER. 

Master  and  tiervant— Injury  to  Servant— Workmen  s  Compensation 
Act—Hailwap  Contractors— Hub-contractors— Question  of  Liahtlity 
^Ruling  of  Trial  Judge— Questions  for  Jury— New  Triai. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  judgment  of  Lount,  J.,  in 
favour  oF  plain  tiff's  upon  the  findings  of  a  jury,  for  8900 
and  costs  in  an  action  under  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Act  and  at  common  law.  The  plaintiff,  who  was  a  workman 
upon  railway  construction  work,  was  injured  by  a  stone 
thrown  by  a  blast.  The  chief  question  in  the  appeal  was 
whether  the  plaintiff  was  in  fact  employed  by  defendants, 
who  were  the  principal  contractors,  or  by  independent  sub- 
contractors. 

The  appeal  was  heard  by  Osler,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
G  arrow,  J  J.  a. 

E.  E.  A.  DuVemet,  for  appellants. 

A.  H.  Marsh,  K.C.,  and  W.  R.  Wadsworth,  for  plaintiff. 

On  24th  November  the  Court  intimated  that  the  appeal 
would  be  allowed  and  a  new  trial  directed. 
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Beasons  for  judgment  were  afterwards  given  by 

OsbKK,  J.  A.: — 'J  he  plaintiff,  when  injuiv<l,  was  at  the 
place  provided  for  the  men  to  sleep  and  eool^  their 
food.  The  questions  upon  which  the  appeal  was  taken 
were  whether  the  eflEect  of  a  contract  between  de- 
fendants and  Chambers  and  Bell  was  to  make  the 
latter  sub-contractors  for  the  former,  and  whether  the 
liability  of  defendants  to  the  plaintiff  was  thereby  ex- 
eluded.  There  is  not  much  room  for  doubt  that  the  contract 
in  question  was  in  terms  a  sub-contract  for  the  performance 
of  tiiat  for  which  defendants  had  contracted,  and  that,  there- 
fore, if  at  the  time  of  the  accident  the  work  was  really  being 
carried  on  under  this  contract,  the  defendants  would  be  liable, 
if  at  all,  only  under  the  provisions  of  sec.  4  of  the  Workmen^s 
Compensation  for  Injuries  Act.  The  evidence  would  not 
warrant  a  recovery  under  that  section,  although  the  sleeping 
place  at  which  plaintiff  was  hurt  was  provided  by  the  defend- 
ants, if  the  defendants  were  not  themselves  carrjring  on  the 
work,  since  the  sleeping  place  might,  as  circumstances  re- 
quired it,  have  been  moved  according  to  the  best  judgment 
of  those  actually  engaged  in  control.  The  more  serious  ques- 
tion was  as  to  who  was  in  fact  carrying  on  the  work,  and  as 
to  the  evidence  tending  to  shew  that,  whatever  was  the  effect 
of  the  sub-contract,  the  defendants  were  themselves  in  actual 
control.  The  defendants  were  entitled  to  a  clear  and  distinct 
ruling  of  the  trial  Judge  as  to  whether  the  document  they 
relied  upon  was,  as  they  contended,  a  sub-contract.  This  they 
did  not  obtain,  and  if  the  document  had  been  construed  as 
would  have  been  proper,  namely,  as  a  sub-contract,  the  dis- 
tinct issue  might  then  have  been  presented  to  the  jury, 
whether  it  had  been  abandoned,  and  whether  the  work  was  in 
fact  being  done  by  defendants  or  by  Chambers  and  Bell  in- 
dependently. The  trial  was  not  satisfactory  in  this  regard, 
and  the  persons  who  could  have  cleared  up  much  of  the  con- 
fusion were  not  called. 

New  trial  ordered,  before  which  plaintiff  may  determine 
on  what  clause  of  the  Workmen^s  Compensation  for  Injuries 
Act  he  will  rest  his  case. 


December  9th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

DODGE  V.  SMITH. 

Appeal— Leave  to  Adduce  Further  Evidence. 

Motion  by  plaintiffs  for  leave  to  adduce  further  evidence 
on  their  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeal  from  the  decision  of  a 
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Divisional  Court,  (ante  46,  3  0.  L.  R.  305)  reversing  the 
judgment  of  the  trial  Judge,  which  was  in  favour  of  plaintiffs, 
and  dismissing  the  action. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

Q.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Moss,  C.J.O.,  Maclenxan, 
Garrow,  Maclaren,  J  J.  a.)  was  delivered  by 

Moss,  C. J.O. : — fLeave  should  be  given  to  adduce  in  evid- 
.  ence  the  letters  referred  to  on  the  afl&davits,  and  such  explan- 
atory oral  testimony  as  may  be  deemed  necessary,  and  de- 
fendants should  be  at  liberty  to  answer  the  evidence  adduced 
by  plaintiffs.  Evidence  to  be  taken  before  County  Judge  of 
Frontenac  and  returned  by  him  to  this  Court,  unless  parties 
agree  to  have  it  taken  at  the  approaching  Assizes  at  Kingston. 

OsLER,  J.A.  December  9th,  1902. 

'  c.A. — chambers. 

BAIN  V.  COPP. 

Appeal— Court  of  AppeaJ^-Leave  to  Appeal— Orounda—IAfe  Insuranct 

—Title  to  Moneys, 

Motion  by  plaintiff  for  leave  to  appeal  from  the  decision 
of  a  Divisional  Court  (ante  784)  affirming  the  judgment  of 
MacMahon,  J.  (ante  706),  at  the  trial,  determining  in  favour 
of  defendants  the  question  of  title  to  £2,500  paid  into  Court 
by  the  Star  Life  Insurance  Company.  The  company  took  a 
mortgage  from  defendants,  who  covenanted  to  take  out  a 
policy  in  the  company,  to  be  deposited  with  them  as  collateral 
security.  A  life  offered  by  defendants  having  been  rejected, 
they  procured  one  W.  L.  Bain  to  apply  to  the  company  for 
a  policy,  and  one  was  isSUed  in  his  favour,  which  was  assigned 
by  Bain  to  the  defendants,  who  paid  all  the  premiums  thereon. 
Bain  died,  and  the  company  paid  the  amount  of  the  policy 
into  Court,  leaving  the  question  of  the  right  to  the  money  to 
be  determined  in  this  interpleader  issue,  in  which  the  ad- 
ministrator of  W.  L.  Bain's  estate  was  plaintiff,  and  the  mort- 
gagors, the  assignees  of  the  policy,  defendants. 

Plaintiff  applied  for  leave  to  appeal  on  the  sole  ground 
that  the  policy  was  void  under  sees.  1  and  2  of  the  statute  of 
Geo.  in. 

J.  W.  McCuUough  and  S.  W.  McKeown,  for  plaintiff. 
W.  N.  Tilley,  for  defendants. 

OsLER,  J.A. : — If  the  c\)mpany  had  chosen  to  be  dishonest, 
they  might  have  resisted  payment  on  the  ground  taken,  but, 
having  acted  as  a  respectable  company  usually  does  when  they 
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have  received  the  benefit  of  the  premiums,  and  having  paid 
the  money  into  Court,  the  statute  is  out  of  the  question.  If 
the  action  had  been  upon  the  policy,  the  Court  might  have 
taken  notice  of  the  illegality  and  refused  relief  against  the 
company  even  if  they  had  not  set  it  up:  Gedge  v.  Royal  Ins. 
Co.,  [1900]  2  Q.  B.  214.  It  is,  however,  now  a  question  of 
the  title  to  the  money  paid  into  Court,  and  all  evidence  of 
the  origin  of  the  policy  is  irrelevant.  If  the  plaintiff  set  up 
the  illegality,  and  shewed  that  the  policy  was  void,  that  would 
effectually  defeat  his  own  title,  while  the  defendants  could 
establish  their  claim  without  proof  of  more  than  the  policy 
itself,  admitted  by  the  Company,  and  the  assigrnraent  thereof 
to  them,  in  yiew  of  which  it  is  not  easy  to  see  what  right  the 
deceased  or  his  administrator  could  have.  Worthington  v. 
Curtis,  1  Ch.  D.  419,  is  a  satisfactory  authority  for  the  view 
that  where  the  contest  is  between  rival  claimants  to  the  policy 
moneys  which  the  insurance  company  have  paid,  without 
regard  to  possible  defences,  the  Court  will  look  no  further 
than  to  the  title  which  they  may  be  able  to  establish  as  be- 
tween themselves. 

Motion  for  leave  to  appeal  refused  with  costs. 

Boyd,  C.  December  10th,  1902. 

chambers. 

Be  ROCHOX  v.  WELLIXGTOX. 

Division  Court— Attachment  of  Debts  —  Wages  of  Debtor  —  Married 
Man— Proof  of  Beino— Error  in  Ruling  as  to  Evidence— Prohi- 
bition. 

Motion  by  primary  debtor  to  prohibit  the  clerk  of  the  4th 
Division  Court  in  the  district  of  Xipissing  from  paying  over 
to  the  primary  creditors  a  greater  sum  than  $7.03  out  of 
$32.03  paid  into  Court  by  the  garnishees,  the  employers  ot 
the  primary  debtor,  the  former  sum  being  the  wliole  amount 
due  by  them  to  the  primary  debtor  for  wages.  The  Judge  in 
the  Court  below  decided  that,  as  it  was  not  proved  that  the 
primary  debtor  was  a  married  man,  the  whole  amount  should 
be  paid  over  to  the  primary  creditors. 

W.  E.  Middleton,  for  the  primary  debtor. 

E.  Bayly,  for  the  primary  creditors. 

Boyd,  C.  : — All  the  evidence  adduced  went  to  shew  that 
the  primary'  d(A)tf)T  was  a  married  man,  with  a  number  of 
children,  whom  he  supported,  and  the  fact  was  made  out  with 
reasonable  elearne?.s  and  gufficienoy  as  a  matter  of  repute 
extending  over  at  least  four  years.     The  decision  below  was 
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not  founded  upon  conflicting  evidence,  but  upon  the  theory 
that  the  best  evidence  must  be  given,  and  that  it  was  essential 
to  produce  the  debtor  (who  could  not  be  found)  and  prove 
the  fact  of  actual  marriage  by  him.  This  was  a  wrong  as- 
sumption in  point  of  law,  by  which  was  nullified  the  bene- 
ficial effect  of  the  exemption  as  extended  to  labourers'  wages 
.up  to  $25  from  the  effects  of  compulsory  process.  Prohibi- 
tion as  asked  on  authority  of  Elston  v.  Rose,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  5, 
and  Liverpool  Gas  Co.  v.  Everton,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  414.  Xo 
costs. 


Boyd,  C.  December  10th,  19(r2. 

CHAMBERS. 

Re  JOHNSTON,  CHAMBERS  v.  JOHNSTON. 

Will — Constnwt ion— Bequest  to  One  for  Use  of  a  Church — Trust— 

Mixed  Fund— Perpetuity.  , 

Motion  by  executors  for  directions  as  to  disposition  of 
$2,000,  part  of  estate  of  James  Johnston.  The  testator  made 
his  will  more  than  six  months  before  his  death,  thereby  direct- 
ing that  land  should  be  sold  and  out  of  the  mixed  realty  and 
personalty,  $2,000  paid  to  the  Rev.  N.  W.  for  the  use  of  the 
Reformed  Presbyterian  Church.  He  added  that  such  sum 
was  to  be  expended  by  N.  W.  in  the  manner  best  calculated 
by  him  to  advance  the  principles  of  the  church. 

W.  M.  Douglas,  K.C.,  for  the  executors. 

D.  W.  Saunders,  for  the  Reformed  Presbyterian  Churcli. 

J.  G.  O'Donoghue,  for  next  of  k;jn. 

Boyd,  C.  : — This  is  a  bequest  of  moneys  derived  from 
the  lands,  to  N.  \V.  as  trustee  for  the  church  named,  and  it 
is  valid  under  sec.  24  of  the  Religious  Institutions  Act  (R. 
S.  0.  ch.  307).  The  person  named  having  exercised  the 
functions  of  his  trusteeship  by  granting  the  fund  (as  N.  W. 
had  done),  to  the  church,  there  the  fund  was  at  home,  and 
should  not  be  disturbed.  So  far  as  the  $2,000  came  out  of 
personalty  no  objection  could  arise  as  to  perpetuity.  Costs 
out  of  ej^tate. 


MacMahon,  J.  December  10th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

PHELPS  V.  McLACHLIN. 

Sale  of  Goods— Refusal  of  Vendor  to  Deliver  until  Payment— Breach 

of  Contract— Damages— Reference. 

Action   for  damages   for  non-delivery  of  certain   poles, 
under  a  written  contract,  which,  as  the  plaintiff  contended. 
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he  could  not  be  called  upon  to  pay,  until  the  poles  had  been 
first  inspected  and  passed  by  both  parties,  and  defendants 
had  supplied  the  cars  and  shipped  the  poles.  The  defendants 
contended  that  if  the  poles  had  been  on  the  ground  for  thirty 
days  and  an  estimate  was  made  after  the  thirty  days  had 
elapsed,  the  plaintiff  was  obliged  to  make  immediate  pay- 
ment; otherwise  they  (defendants)  were  not  called  upon  to 
deliver. 

W.  R.  Eiddell,*K.C.,  and  R.  J.  Slattery,  Arnprior,  for 
plaintiff. 

6.  F.  Henderson,  Ottawa,  and  D.  J.  McDougal,  Ottawa, 
for  defendants. 

MacMahon,  J.,  held  that  both  parties  were  wrong  in 
their  interpretation  of  the  contract  on  these  points,  but  that 
the  plaintiff  was  justified  in  treating  the  defendants'  letter 
to  him  of  the  2nd  August,  in  which  they  refused  to  load  the 
poles  until  pa3naaent,  as  a  breach  of  contract  to  deliver,  and 
in  rescinding  the  contract. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff,  with  a  reference  to  the  Master  at 
Ottawa  to  assess  the  damages  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  from 
the  non-delivery  of  such  poles  as  defendants  had  on  hand 
under  the  estimate  (20,000)  referred  to  in  the  contract,  and 
which  would  pass  inspection. 


Boyd,  C.  December  11th,  1902. 

weekly  court. 

'ATTORNEY-GENERAL   v.    TORONTO    GENERAL 

TRUSTS  CORPORATION. 

lievenueSuccession    Duty— Provisions    of    Will— Future    Estates— 
tuture  Enjoyment— Duty  not  Presently  Payable. 

Stated  case,  submitting  to  the  Court  the  question  whether 
or  not  the  property  disposed  of  by  paragraphs  11  to  23  of  the 
will  of  Hugh  Ryan,  was  presently  liable  to  the  payment  of 
succession  duty  under  sec.  12  of  the  Succession  Duties  Act. 
The  estate  was  vested  in  the  Toronto  General  Trusts  Cor- 
poration, the  trustees  and  executors,  upon  trust  to  collect  the 
income  and  apply  the  whole  net  income  for  the  benefit  of  the 
children  and  children's  children  for  twenty-one  years  after 
the  death  of  the  testator.  At  that  time,  or  upon  the  death  of 
the  last  surviving  child,  the  capital  of  the  estate  was  to  be 
divided  among  the  specified  members  or  descendants  of  tes- 
tator's family.  In  the  first  twenty-one  years  after  the  death 
of  the  testator,  the  trustees  had  a  discretion  as  to  the  distribu- 
tion or  accumulation  of  the  income,  which  was  to  be  divided 
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into  fourths :  one-fourth  being  intended  for  the  benefit  of  each 
of  the  four  children  of  testator.  After  the  end  of  the  twenty- 
one  years  and  before  the  death  of  the  last  surviving  child, 
distribution  was  to  be  made,  with  the  accumulations  of  in- 
come, among  all  the  beneficiaries.  The  children  and  their 
'families  were  absolutely  entitled  to  the  beneficial  use  of  all 
the  income  during  the  period  beginning  twent}'-one  years 
after  testator^s  death  and  the  death  of  his  last  surviving 
child.  During  the  twenty-one  years  the  •children  were  not 
absolutely  entitled  to  the  whole  income  from  year  to  year, 
but  the  frame  of  the  will  was  such  that  the  trustees,  in  loco 
parentis,  should  exercise  a  discretion  to  have  each  or  all  sup- 
ported and  maintained  with  as  large  an  allowance  as  would 
bo  beneficial  and  advantageous  to  them,  and  further  that,  if 
the  whole  income  was  not  expended  in  its  fourfold  division, 
the  accumulations  should,  at  the  end  of  the  twentv-one  vears 
or  sooner,  be  paid  to  such  ofi  the  family  group,  who  had  been 
maintained,  as  the  trustees  should  decide. 

6.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  for  the  Attorney-General. 

J.  J.  Foy,  K.C.,  for  the  trustees. 

E.  F.  B.  Johnston,  K.C.,  for  the  beneficiaries. 

Boyd,  C.  : — There  is  a  plainly  marked  future  period  at 
which  the  estate  is  to  be  divided.  Till  then  the  income  is  to 
be  applied  for  the  maintenance  of  the  children,  and,  if  not  all 
so  applied,  is  to  be  accumulated  for  the  benefit  of  the  children 
at  the  end  of  twenty-one  years.  The  scheme  of  the  Succes- 
sion Duties  Act  is  to  provide  for  a  duty  on  snccession  to  pro- 
perty by  persons  succeeding  to  estates  or  interests  in  pro- 
perty by  testate  or  intestate  title.  The  Act  provides  for  the 
present  payment  of  the  duty  on  the  present  possession  or 
enjoyment  of  the  estate.  In  the  case  of  futuitj  estates,  the 
duty  is  not  to  be  levied  until  the  person  shall  come  into  actual 
possession  by  the  determination  of  the  prior  estate  for  life  or 
years.  Here,  there  was  a  prior  interest  for  life  or  years 
(according  to  the  event  in  fact)  in  which  the  trustee  (stand- 
ing in  loco  parentis)  was  entitled  to  the  present  income  of  the 
property,  and  was  to  be  so  entitled  until  the  time  arrived  when 
the  corpus  was  to  be  divided.  The  trustee  was  not  entitled  to 
the  beneficial  enjoyment  of  this  income,  but  the  Act  did  not 
use  the  word  "  beneficial,^^  though  that  was  found  in  the  new 
section  substituted  for  sec.  11  (2)  in  1901.  The  trustee, 
nevertheless,  collected  and  held  for  the  enjoyment  and  sup- 
port of  the  beneficiaries,  and  the  whole  of  each  rear's  income 
might  be  so  expended  during  or  at  the  end  of  the  21  years. 
This  share  of  testamentary  disposition  satisfied  the  meaning 
of  the  statute,  that  where  there  was  a  present  enjoyment  there 


809 

should  be  a  present  payment  of  the  duties,  based  upon  the 
estate  or  interest  which  was  enjoyed.  In  this  case  that  wan 
the  prior  estate  for  years  or  the  life  of  the  longest  lived  of 
the  children — after  which  came  the  future  estate  in  fee,  not 
now  to  be  levied  upon  for  the  pa3rment  of  duty. 
Stated  case  answered  in  favour  of  defendants. 


Boyd,  C.  December  12th,  1902. 

chambers. 

Ee  NAYLOE. 

Willr-Devise  in  Trust  for  Church  after  Expiry  of  Life  Estates— 

Titne  of  Makiriff  Will^Statute. 

Motion  by  executors  for  order  declaring  the  construction 
of  a  will,  the  question  presented  being  with  respect  to  a  devise 
in  trust  to  the  Western  Circuit  of  the  Bible  Christian  Metho- 
dist Church  after  the  expiry  of  life  estates. 

W.  E.  Middleton,  for  the  executors. 

W.  P.  Kerr,  Cobourg,  for  the  Church. 

Boyd,  C.  : — The  will  was  -made  more  than  six  months 
before  the  testator^s  death.  Therefore  it  was  valid  under 
E.  S.  0.  1877  ch.  216,  sec.  19,  and  since  the  title  of  the 
church  first  arose  o'n.  the  expiry  of  the  life  estates,  which  was 
the  period  of  "  acquisition ''  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  12  of 
the  Act  referred  to,  the  church  might  hold  the  land  for  seven 
years.  Since  the  devise  was  covered  by  this  clause  of  the 
statute,  it  did  not  appear  necessary  to  consider  the  various 
cases  cited  and  points  urged.    Costs  out  of  the  estate. 


MacMahon,  J.  December  12th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

BEEEY  V.  DAYS. 

Covenant— Restraint  of  Trade  —  Breach— Waiver— Injunction— Dam- 
ages—Reference, 

Action  to  recover  damages  for  an  alleged  breach  by  the 
defendant  of  a  covenant,  contained  in  a  bill  of  sale  of  defen- 
dant's drug  business  to  the  plaintiff  and  his  son,  that  he 
(defendant)  would  not  "directly  or  indirectly  engage  in  the 
drug  business  in  the  village  of  Lucknow  or  within  a  radius  of 
ten  miles  therefrom  during  a  term  of  five  years :  and  that  he 
will  not  open  or  have  part  in  a  third  or  further  drug  store  in 
the  said  village  during  a  term  of  ten  years.'*  The  plaintiff 
subsequently  promoted  a  partnership  drug  business  between 
his  son  and  defendant,  his  interest  in  which,  however,  the 
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latter  sold,  and,  as  was  admitted,  opened  a  third  or  further 
drug  store  in  the  village. 

W.  Proudfoot,  K.C.,  and  P.  A.  Malcomson,  Lucknow,  for 
plaintiff. 

H.  Morrison,  Lucknow,  for  defendant. 

MacMahon,  J.: — There  were  two  distinct  covenants  by 
defendant,  one  not  to  engage  in  a  drug  business  in  the  village 
or  within  ten  miles  during  five  years,  and  the  other  not  to 
open  or  have  part  in  a  third  or  further  drug  store  in  the 
village  during  ten  years.  By  permitting  defendant  to  enter 
into  partnership  with  his  son  in  an  already  existing  business, 
plaintiff  had  waived  the  breach  of  the  first  covenant,  but  not 
of  the  second.  See  Barwell  v.  Inns,  24  Beav.  307;  Parnell 
V.  Dean,  31  O.  E.  517;  Roper\.  Hopkins,  29  0.  R.  584. 

Injunction  granted  restraining  defendant  from  having 
any  part  or  interest  in  any  third  or  further  drug  store  in  the 
village  of  Lucknow  during  the  remaining  period  of  ten  years. 
Reference  to  the  local  Master  at  Goderich  as  to  damages. 
Costs  of  action  and  reference  to  be  paid  by  defendant 


December  12th,  1902. 
election  trial. 

Re  LENNOX  PROVINCIAL  ELECTION. 

PERRY  V.  CARSCALLEN. 

Parliamentary  Elections-Corrupt  Practices—Bribery  by  Respondent 
—Bribery  by  Agents— Evidence— Hiring  Vehicles  —  Payment  for 
Vehicles  on  Polling  Day. 

Petition  tried  at  Napanee  before  Osler  and  Maclenxan, 
JJ.A. 

G.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  and  W.  S.  Herrington,  Napanee,  for 
petitioners. 

Walter  Cassels,  K.C.,  E.  Bristol,  and  6.  F.  Ruttan,  Nap- 
anee, for  the  respondent. 

At  the  trial  judgment  was  reserved  on  five  charges,  num- 
bers 22,  29,  30,  43,  52. 

Charge  22  was  a  personal  charge  against  the  respondent 
of  bribery  of  one  Whisken  by  giving  him,  at  the  close  of  a 
meeting  in  a  hall  at  Bath,  of  which  he  was  caretaker,  50 
cents  more  than  the  usual  fee  for  his  trouble  about  the  hall, 
and  asking  him  at  the  same  time  for  his  vote. 
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OsLER,  J.A.,  held  that,  even  if  there  was  a  suspicion 
(which  there  was  not)  of  the  truth  of  the  respondent's  denial, 
the  payment  of  the  trifling  additional  sum  over  and  above 
what  was  perfectly  legitimate,  should,  both  as  to  fact  and 
intent,  be  proved,  if  not  to  a  demonstration,  yet,  at  the  least, 
so  as  to  produce  moral  certainty,  and  even  this  had  not  been 
done. 

Maclennan,  J.A.,  held  that  it  was  impossible  to  give 
credence  to  the  account  which  the  respondent  gave  of  the 
transaction,  contradicting  the  evidence  of  Whisken,  having 
regard  also  to  the  respondent's  account  of  the  sum  of  $500 
received  by  him  from  the  Conservative  Association,  and  the 
two  sums  of  $100  each  received  by  him  from  Alexander 
Carscallen  and  Uriah  Wilson  respectively,  and  therefore 
the  charge  must  be  found  to  have  been  established. 

Owing  to  difference  of  opinion,  charge  dismissed. 

Charge  No.  29  was  aS  to  the  bribery  of  E.  T.  Jones  by 
the  payment  to  him  of  $2.25  to  induce  him  to  vote  for  re- 
spondent, or  for  hire  and  payment  for  his  employment  in 
carrying  voters  to  the  poll  in  violation  of  sec.  159  (1)  (a) 
and  (c)  of  the  Election  Act. 

The  Court  held  that  there  was  not  the  least  pretence 
that  this  was  a  corrupt  payment. 

Charge  No.  30  was  as  to  a  payment  to  John  Smith,  similar 
to  that  made  to  E.  T.  Jones. 

Dismissed  on  the  same  ground. 

Charge  No.  43  was  as  to  the  payment  by  James  A.  Wilson 
of  $1  to  F.  W.  Parkinson  to  induce  him  to  vote  for  respon- 
dent. The  charge  was  made  by  Parkinson  and  categorically 
denied  by  Wilson.  » 

OsLER,  J.A.,  held  that  as  there  was  no  corroboration  of 
Parkinson's  statement,  or  any  circumstances  which  would 
lead  to  its  being  preferred  to  Wilson's,  but  rather  the  con- 
trary, the  charge  must  be  dismissed. 

Maclennan,  J.A.,  held  that  the  fact  of  the  payment 
ought  to  be  regarded  as  proved,  but  that  there  was  no  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  Wilson's  agency,  and  that  the  charge  should 
be  dismissed. 

Charge  No.  52  was  as  to  the  hiring  by  the  candidate  and 
his  financial  agent  and  other  agents,  and  their  payment  for 
or  promise  to  pay  for,  vehicles  to  carry  voters  to  and  from 
the  poles. 

The  Court  held  that,  although  the  liverymen  had,  be- 
fore the  day  of  the  election,  charged  the  candidates  more 
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than  they  charged  at  other  times  for  the  use  of  vehicles,  thi§ 
was  done  to  protect  themselves  from  loss  by  furnishing  their 
conveyances  gratis  (as  they  did)  to  the  friends  of  both  can- 
didates on  election  day,  and  that  although,  if  the  overcharg- 
ing had  been  done  by  arrangement  with  the  candidates  or 
their  agents,  it  would  probably  have  been  an  unsuccessful 
attempt  to  evade  the  statute,  yet  as  the  petitioner  had  not, 
as  was  necessary,  made  out  a  clear  case  on  plain  evidence  of  a 
charge  made  or  intended  to  be  made  for  the  use  of  the  vehicles 
on  election  day,  the  charge  against  respondent  must  be  dis- 
missed. 


December  12th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

EEX  V.  McGIXNES. 

Conviction — Motion   for  Rule  nisi   to   Quash — Untenable    Grounds-- 
Like  Motions  in  Other  Cases— Rule  Granted  on  Terms, 

Motion  by  defendant,  on  return  of  a  writ  of  certiorari, 
for  a  rule  nisi  to  quash  his  conviction  by  a  justice  of  the  peace 
for  the  county  of  Simcoe,  at  Bradford,  for  an  alleged  offence 
against  the  Master  and  Servant  Act,  R.  S.  0.  ch.  157,  as 
amended  by  1  Edw.  VII.  ch.  12,  sec.  14,  in  leaving  the  em- 
ployment of  one  Stoddart  before  repaying  the  cost  of  trans- 
portation advanced  as  wages. 

S.  B.  Woods,  for  defendant,  contended  that  the  informa- 
tion disclosed  no  offence,  or  at  most  the  offence  of  obtaining 
money  under  false  pretences,  over  which  the  magistrate  had 
no  jurisdiction,  and  objected  to  the  conviction  on  grounds 
of  irregularity. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  and  Mac- 
Mahon,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Meredith,  C.J. : — Many  of  the  numerous  grounds  urged 
against  tlie  conviction  are  manifestly  untenable,  and  we 
should  have  hesitated  to  grant  a  rule  nisi  on  any  of  the  objec- 
tions, but  that  another  Divisional  Court,  in  three  other  cases 
arising  out  of  the  same  circumstances,  has  granted  rules  nisi 
to  quash  the  convictions,  and  these  rules  are  now  pending. 

We  therefore  grant  the  rule  nisi  as  asked,  but  it  is  not 
to  issue  until  the  other  cases  are  disposed  of,  and  then  only 
in  the  event  of  the  convictions  in  these  cases  being  quashed; 
and  in  that  event,  if  the  respondent  consents  to-  the  convic- 
tion in  this  case  being  quashed  on  the  same  terms,  instead  of 
a  rule  nisi,  a  rule  absolute  will  go  quashing  the  conviction  oa 
these  terms. 


THE 

Ontario  Weekly  Reporter. 

(To  AND  INOLUDINQ  DiOEMBIR  20TH,  1902.) 

Vol.  I.  TORONTO,  DECEMBER  25,  1902.        No.  44 

December  12th^  1902. 
divisional  court. 

MONEO  V.  TORONTO  E.  W.  CO. 

Appeal  from  Ruling  of  Master  in  Ordinary— Forum—Weekly  Court 
\    —Reference,  Stay  of,  pending  Appeal  from  Judgment  of  Referee. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  an  order  of  Street,  J.,  in 
Court,  dismissing  an  appeal  by  defendants  from  a  certificate  of 
the  Master  in  Ordinary,  upon  the  ground  that  such  an  appeal 
does  not  lie  to  a  single  Judge,  but  to  a  Divisional  Court;  and, 
in  the  ajtemative,  appeal  by  defendants  from  the  certificate 
of  the  Master,  which  was  to  the  effect  that  he  had  ruled  that 
the  reference  in  this  action  should  proceed,  notwithstanding 
a  pending  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeal  from  the  judgment 
directing  the  reference. 

J.  Bicknell,  for  defendants,  contended  that  the  matter  in 
question  was  one  of  practice  within  the  meaning  of  sec.  75 
of  the  Judicature  Act,  and  therefore  an  appeal  lay  to  a  Judge ; 
and  that  by  Rules  827  and  829  the  practice  now  was  that  the 
reference  was  stayed  upon  security  being  given  on  appeal. 

W.  N.  Ferguson,  for  plaintiff,  contra. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Meredith,  C.J.,  Mac- 
Mahon,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Meredith,  C.J. — The  appeal  from  the  ruling  of  the  Mas- 
ter in  Ordinary  was  properly  brought  before  a  Judge  in  the 
Weekly  Court.     The  question  raised  was  one  of  practice,  and 

O.W.R.  NO.  44 
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the  statute  (R.  S.  0.  ch.  61,  sec.  76  (2))  requiring  appeals 
from  deeisioiiB  of  the  Master  in  Ordinary  to  be  taken  to  d 
Divisional  Court,  therefore,  did  not  apply. 

As  to  the  substance  of  the  appeal,  the  fact  that  the  de- 
fendants were  by  the  judgment  directing  the  reference, 
ordered,  upon  partition  being  made,  to  convey  to  the  plaintiff 
the  lands  allotted  to  him  in  severalty,  did  not  bring  the  case 
within  the  exception  contained  in  Kule  827  (2)  (6),  (c), 
since  the  defendants  could  not  deposit  the  deed  or  give  pos- 
session until  after  the  proceedings  in  the  action  were  practic- 
ally at  an  end. 

No  inconvenience  would  result  from  this  construction  of 
clauses  (b)  and  (c),  for  in  a  proper  case  it  would  always  be 
open  to  the  respondent  under  sub-sec.  2  to  get  an  order  im- 
posing upon  the  appellant  such  terms  as  might  be  reasonable 
to  prevent  any  injury  being  done  to  the  respondent  by  the 
failure  of  the  appellant  to  conform  to  the  terms  of  the  judg- 
ment as  to  the  execution  of  the  conveyance  or  the  delivery  of 
possession  in  the  event  of  the  judgment  being  affinned. 

Appeal  allowed.     Costs  in  the  reference. 


December  16th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

HOLMES  V.  TOWN  OF  GODERICH. 

Municipal  Corporation  —  Ordinary  Current  Expenditure  —  Right  of 
Corporation  to  Borrow  Money  to  Use  as  Security  on  Appeal 
—Costs— Appeal  for— Status  of  Plaintiff. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  Robertson,  J. 
(ante  367),  dismissing  the  action,  which  was  brought  by 
plaintiff,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  ratepayers  of  the  town 
of  Goderich,  to  restrain  the  defendant  corporation,  their 
mayor  and  treasurer,  and  the  Bank  of  Montreal,  from  dis- 
counting or  in  any  way  dealing  with  a  promissory  note  (or 
the  proceeds  thereof)  made  to  the  bank  to  provide  funds  to 
pay  into  Court  $2,000  as  securitv  on  an  appeal  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Canada  by  the  town  corporation  in  another 
action  brought  against  them  by  the  same  plaintiff.  During 
the  course  of  the  present  action  the  money  was  paid  into 
Court,  and  the  Supreme  Court  heard  the  appeal  and  allowed 
it  with  costs,  whereupon  the  $2,000  security  was  taken  out 


,     815 

and  repaid  to  the  bank.    The  only  question  on  this  appeal 
was^  therefore^  as  to  the  costs  of  this  action. 

W.  Proudfoot,  K.C.,  for  plaintiflE. 

E.  L.  Dickinson^  Goderich,  for  defendants  other  than  the 
bank. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Falconbridge,  C.J.,  Stbket, 
J.),  was  delivered  by 

Street,  J. : — The  Court  is  bound  to  hear  and  decide  the 
merits  of  the  appeal:  Fleming  v.  City  of  Toronto,  19  A.  B. 
318.  The  plaintiffs  personal  interest  is  not  a  bar  to  his  bring- 
ing the  action. 

On  the  merits,  the  town  had  no  power  to  procure  the  loan, 
for  two  reasons.  First,  because,  looking  at  sub-sec.  4  of  sec. 
435  of  the  Municipal  Act,  S.  S.  0.  ch.  223,  it  is  clear  that 
in  order  to  ascertain  the  amount  which  a  municipality  may 
borrow  for  current  expenses  under  that  section,  the  amount 
of  taxes  collected  for  school  purposes  in  the  previous  year 
must  be  deducted  from  the  whole  sum  collected,  and  eighty 
per  cent,  of  the  difference  only  borrowed.  Since  the  town  had 
in  1900  only  collected  $21,774,  deducting  school  rates,  they 
could  in  1901  only  borrow  for  current  expenses  $17,419,  and 
since,  before  this  loan  was  made,  they  had  already  borrowed 
$17,000,  this  loan  caused  the  legal  limit  to  be  exceeded. 
Secondly,  because  the  borrowing  power  under  sec.  436  (3)  is 
limited  to  what  is  required  for  the  ordinary  expenses^  of  the 
municipality,  and  an  outlay  which  had  not  been  contemplated 
when  the  estimates  were  prepared,  and  for  which  no  provi- 
sion, either  special  or  as  a  possible  contingency,  had  been 
made  in  the  estimates,  could  not  possibly  be  deemed  part  of 
the  "  ordinary  expenditure  "  for  the  year. 

Appeal  allowed.  Costs  of  action  and  appeal  against  de- 
fendants other  than  the  Bank  of  Montreal. 


December  15th,  1902. 

DIVISIONAL  court. 

PRITCHAED  V.  FICK. 
Contract— Cimstruction— Evidence  to  Aid— Reformation  after  Breach. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  judgment  of  Street,  J.,  at 
trial  at  Brantford  without  a  jury,  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs 
for  $684  and  costs.  The  action  was  brought  for  damages  for 
non-performance  of  an  agreement  by  defendant  to  supply 
plaintiffs  in  1900  with  500  barrels  of  apples,  of  which  only 
196  barrels  were  delivered.    The  defendant  set  up  an  agree- 
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meat,  made  in  Februaiy^  1901,  reciting  the  preyious  agree- 
ment and  default^  whereby  defendant  agreed,  in  aatisfiiction 
of  all  plaintiffs'  claims^  to  supply  them  in  the  autumn  of  that 
,  year  with  350  barrels^  and  in  which  it  was  stated  that  defend- 
ant handed  oyer  his  note  for  $100  as  a  guarantee  for  the 
faithful  performance  of  this  agreement,  and  in  case  of  his 
default  the  plaintiffs  were  "  to  realize  the  said  note  for  the 
amount  of  the  same  as  liquidated  damages  for  such  default" 
The  defendant  had  not  delivered  the  350  barrels  as  agreed; 
the  plflintifEs  had  collected  the  amount  of  the  note;  and  de- 
fendant now  contended  that  this  satisfied  all  the  damages  to 
which  they  were  entitled  The  plaintiffs  asked  reformation  of 
the  instrument,  if  it  did  not  express  the  true  agreement  that 
they  were  not  excluded  from  their  remedy  in  dainages  on  the 
first  contract.  The  trial  Judge  held  that  it  did  not  do  so, 
and  gave  judgment  for  plaintiffs  for  $2.25  per  barrel  for 
304  barrels,  $684  in  alL 

H.  D.  Gamble,  for  defendant,  appellant. 

W.  S.  Brewster,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Mbbedith,  C.J.,  Lount,  J.), 
was  delivered  by 

Mebedith^  C. J. ; — It  is  abundantly  dear  that  the  agree- 
ment given  effect  to  by  the  trial  Judge  was  the  agreement 
intended  to  be  entered  into  by  the  parties;  and  if  evidence  of 
the  correspondence  and  transactions  leading  up  to  it  was 
not  admissible  to  construe  the  writing,  it  was  admissible  for 
the  purpose  of  reforming  it,  and  it  should  be  reformed. 
An  instrument  may  be  reformed  after  breach:  see  Wood  v. 
Dwarris,  11  Exch.  493;  Perez  v.  Oleega,  ib.  606;  Olley  v. 
Fisher,  34  Ch.  D.  367 ;  Carroll  v.  Erie  County  Natural  Gas 
Co.,  29  S.  C.  R.  591.  In  any  event  the  judgment  was  right 
on  the  proper  interpretation  of  the  second  agreement  as  it 
stood. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 


WiNOHEBTER,  MaSTEB.  DECEMBER  17tH,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

HALLIDAY  v.  RUTHERFORD. 

Administration — Claims  of  Creditors— Promissory  Note  —  Interest  ^ 
Corroboration— Open  Account  —  Statute  of  lAmiUttions  —  Work 
and  Labour— Release  of  Claim, 

Claims  of  creditors  against  the  estate  of  Isaac  Rutherford, 
deceased,  were  sent  in  under  order  of  30th  October,  1902, 
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whereby  a  lis  pendens  on  property  conveyed  by  the  deceased 
to  his  wife,  the  defendant,  in  his  lifetime,  was  vacated,  on 
the  defendant,  as  administratrix,  paying  $300  into  Court  to 
abide  further  order. 

F.  C.  Cooke,  for  plaintiflE. 

John  MacGregor,  for  defendant. 

The  Master: — The  claim  of  the  Snowball  Waggon  Com- 
pany was  admitted. 

The  plaintiff^s  claim  was  for  the  price  of  goods  sold  and 
delivered  and  on  a  promissory  note.  Only  the  latter  claim  was 
proved,  and  there  was  no  sufficient  corroboration  of  the  claim 
for  interest.  Claim  allowed  at  $96.29  with  costs  of  action  on 
County  Court  scale. 

Geralamy's  claim  was  for  $115,  of  which  $80  was  on  a 
balance  of  account,  $32  on  two'  promissory  notes,  and  $3.20 
interest  on  the  latter.  Only  $1.60  of  the  open  account  was 
not  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  The  running  of  the 
time  under  the  statute  was  not  stopped  by  the  delivery  of  cer- 
tain shingles  by  deceased  to  the  creditor,  since  there  had  been 
no  appropriation  by  the  debtor  to  this  account :  Ball  v.  Par- 
ker, 1  A.  R.  593 ;  Friend  v.  Young,  [1897]  2  Ch.  421,  at  pp. 
432  et  seq.    Claim  allowed  at  $36.92  and  witness  fees. 

« 

Sutcliffe's  claim  was  for  building  a  house  for  the  intes- 
tate. The  claimant's  acts,  subsequent  to  the  death  of  the 
intestate,  had  had  the  effect  of  releasing  the  estate,  the  present 
defendant  having  assumed  the  liability  in  her  individual 
capacity.    Claim  dismissed  with  costs. 


BoTD,  C.  December  18th,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

RE  NORRIS. 

RE  DROPE. 

Lunatic  —  Committee  —  Funds  in  Hands  of  —  Payment  into  Court  — 
Reference^Report  of  Master— Revision  of  Costs, 

Motions  to  confirm  reports  of  local  Masters  at  Goderich 
nnd  Cobourg,  respectively,  settling  schemes  for  the  manage- 
ment of  the  estates  of  two  lunatics. 

C.  Swabey  and  W.  P.  Kerr,  Cobourg,  for  the  respective 
applicants. 
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Boyd,  C.  : — The  control  of  the  funds  is  by  the  reports  left 
in  the  hands  of  the  committees.  This  is  in  contravention  of 
the  settled  policy  of  the  Court,  and  at  variance  with  the  usual 
form  of  order  directing  the  committee  to  account  yearly  for 
his  dealings  with  the  estate,  and  to  pay  into  Court  the  balance 
found  in  his  hands.  Injury  has  in  past  time  resulted  from 
the  careless  handling  of  funds  by  guardians,  trustees,  and 
committees,  and,  though  it  may  seem  that  greater  returns 
can  be  had  by  leaving  the  investments  to  be  made  by 
such  persons,  yet,  owing  to  the  expense  of  procuring  loans, 
examining  titles,  and  passing  securities,  there  is  no  such 
preponderance  of  advantage  as  to  countervail  the  absolute 
security  of  the  fund  when  in  the  hands  of  the  Court.  In 
the  case  of  small  estates,  which  might  be  barely  sufficient, 
or  perhaps  insufficient  to  yield  a  yearly  return  for  the 
lunatic's  maintenance,  and  in  which  it  is  necessarv  to 
collect  the  personalty  and  sell  the  realty,  the  rule  which 
should  be  observed  by  the  local  officers  is  that  the  fund,  when 
realized,  shall  be  paid  into  Court.  Where  part  of  the  estate 
is  left  for  the  abode  of  the  lunatic  or  otherwise,  the  scheme 
for  dealing  with  this  should  be  reported  to  the  Court,  so  that 
proper  directions  may  be  given.  In  all  lunacy  matters  it  is 
imperative  that  the  costs  should  be  revised  under  Con.  Rule 
1167,  before  the  amount  is  inserted  in  the  report.  Direction 
that  in  these  cases  the  moneys  in  the  hands  of  the  committees, 
and  to  be  collected  from  debtors  or  from  the  sale  of  lands,  be 
forthwith  paid  into  Court.  The  official  guardian  to  inter- 
vene in  the  usual  wav. 


Winchester,  Master.  December  19th.  1902. 

chambers. 

ANDERSON  PRODUCE  Co.  v.  NESBITT. 

FwtiQn  Judgment — AcHon  im^Pleading— Defence  on  Merits. 

Motion  by  plaintiffs  to  strike  out  paragraphs  of  statement 
of  defence  setting  up  a  defence  upon  the  merits  to  an  action 
en  a  foreign  judgment. 

D.  W.  Saunders,  for  plaintiffs. 

W.  B.  Northup,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

The  Master  held  that,  on  the  authoritv  of  HoUender  vi 
Ffoulkes,  26  0.  R.  61,  in  which  a  Divisional  Court  refused  to 
follow  Woodruff  v.  McLennan,  14  A.  R.  242,  and  permitted  a 
defence  upon  the  merits  to  be  set  up,  the  application  must  be 
refused. 


THE 

Ontario  Weekly  Reporter. 

(To  AND  INOLUDINQ  DiOiMBER  3ltT,  1902.) 


Vol.  I.  TORONTO,  DECEMBER  31.  1902.        No.  4S 


Boyd,  C.  December  22nd,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

LOCKHAET  v.  LOCKHART. 
Deed— Action  to  Set  aside— Improvidence—Family  Settlement— Coats, 

Action  to  set  aside  a  conveyance  of  all  her  land  and  goods 
in  the  county  of  Haldimand  by  the  plaintiflf,  then  seventy- 
eight  years  old,  to  her  son  and  his  children. 

W.  D.  Swayzie,  for  plaintiff. 

S.  C.  Macdonald,  Dunuville,  for  defendant  Norman  ^t 
Lockhart 

F.  W.  Harcourt,  for  infant  defendants. 

Boyd,  C.  : — It  was  not  proved  that  the  deed  was  read 
over  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  circumstances  surrounding  the 
transaction  disclosed  improvidence  on  the  plaintiff^s  part. 
There  was  no  provision  for  maintenance,  or  at  least  no  writ- 
ten agreement  to  manifest  it,  and  no  security  for  its  perform- 
ance. The  house  of  the  adult  defendant  was  no  home  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  having  given  away  all  her  property  she  ough^ 
to  be  in  a  position  to  enforce  greater  comfort  in  her  old  age. 
The  plaintiff's  offer  to  be  satisfied  with  the  return  of  the  lands 
and  chattels  without  any  mesne  profits  appears  to  be  a  proper 
solution  of  the  controversy.  The  defendant  had  made  no 
improvements  worthy  of  serious  consideration.  Conveyance 
set  aside,  and  land  vested  in  plaintiff;  chattels  to  be  returned 
in  specie.  As  the  matter  was  in  the  nature  o^  a  general  set- 
tlement of  a  family  controversy,  no  costs. 


December  22nd,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

GBAINGER  v.  HAMILTON. 
Seductionr-Evidence— Action  Brought  for  Daughter's  Benefit— Judge*s 
Charge— Credibility  of  Witnesses  —  Rejection   of  Evidence  — No 
Substantial  Miscarriage. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  judgment  of  Ferguson,  J;, 
entered  pursuant  to  the  findings  of  the  jury  in  favour  of  the 

O.W.R.  NO.  45  < 
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plaintiff  in  an  action  for  seduction.  The  appeal  vas  taken 
on  the  grounds  that  the  defendant  should  have  been  allowed 
to  cross-examine  the  plaintiff's  daughter  to  shew  that  the 
nominal  plaintiff  had  no  interest  in  the  action,  but  that  it 
was  brought  for  the  daughter's  benefit  alone,  and  to  shew  the 
contents  of  certain  letters  written  by  her  to  a  doctor  and 
others,  and  to  cross-examine  plaintiff's  wife  to  shew  that 
plaintiff  had  been  unduly  intimate  with  other  women  subse- 
quent to  his  marriage.  Objection  was  also  made  to  the 
charge. 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

P.  A.  Anglin,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

Boyd,  C. — The  appeal  must  be  dismissed.  The  attempt 
to  prove  that  the  action  was  brought  colourably  by  the  father 
and  really  by  the  girl,  was  not  admissible,  the  issue  not  having 
been  raised.  The  further  evidence  was  also  rightly  rejected 
as  being  irrelevant  on  the  present  record.  The  Judge's  re- 
marks as  to  alibi  were  corrected  and  made  sufSciently  plain 
after  objection  raised,  and  were  probably  plainly  enough  put 
at  the  close  of  the  main  charge.  There  had  been  plenty  of 
evidence  to  justify  the  verdict. 

Meredith,  J. — The  evidence  rejected  was  not  admis- 
fiible  on  the  ground  urged  in  support  thereof  at  the  trial,  but 
was  admissible  as  affecting  the  credibility  of  witnesses.  No 
substantial  wrong  or  miscarriage  was',  however,  occasioned. 
The  case  was  clearly  one  for  the  jury,    . 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 


December  22nd,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

DUNLOP  PNEUMATIC  TIKE  CO.  v.  RYCKMAN. 

Pleading— Counterclaim— Exclusion  of— Defendants  to  Counterclaim 
out  of  Jurisdiction^Foreign  Trade  Mark,  Subject  of  Counter- 
claim—Hardship— Injustice. 

Appeal  by  defendants  the  Dunlop  Tire  Co.  from  order  of 
Street,  J.  (ante  699),  reversing  order  of  the  Master  in 
Chambers  and  striking  out  certain  paragraphs  of  the  state- 
ment of  defence  and  counterclaim  of  the  appellants.  The 
action  was  brought  by  the  English  company  to  restrain  the 
appellants  from  exporting  tires  from  America  and  competing 
with  plaintiffs  in  other  parts  of  the  world.  The  defence  of 
the  Canadian  company  set  up  certain  rights  against  the  plain- 
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tiSs  under  agreementB  of  13th  December^  1898^  and  27th 
January^  1899^  and  also  certain  rights  under  the  same  agree- 
ments as  extended  by  means  of  certain  representations.  By 
the  counterclaim  they  alleged  a  breach  of  one  of  the  agree- 
ments which  they  asked  should  be  specifically  performed,  and 
set  up  a  further  claim  based  upon  certain  representations^ 
asking,  in  that  regard,  a  rectification  of  the  agreements. 
They  further  alleged  a  conspiracy  by  plaintiffs  with  certain 
others,  resident  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  to  defraud  the  de- 
fendants out  of  the  beneficial  use  of  the  trade  mark  in  Aus- 
tralia, relying  on  the  agreements  and  the  representation  by 
which  they  were  extended. 

G.  F.  Shepley,  K.C.,  for  appellants. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  W.  M.  Douglas,  K.C.,  and  John 
Greer,  for  plaintiffs  and  defendants  by  counterclaim. 

Boyd,  C. — -'As  to  the  last  counterclaim,  the  only  measure 
of  relief  was  in  damages,  which  it  was  nowhere  alleged  could 
not  be  recovered  from  the  British  company,  and  it  was  not 
needful  for  the  ends  of  justice  to  bring  in  the  new  parties  to 
the  counterclaim,  of  which  the  inevitable  effect  would  be  to 
complicate  an  inquiry  already  promising  to  be  cosmopolitan 
in  its  scope.  Upon  the  well  defined  and  separable  litigation 
on  equitable  grounds  for  specific  performance  and  rectifica- 
tion, the  defendants  were  seeking  to  engraft  the  common  law 
action  for  conspiracy  against  strangers  to  the  record,  and  for 
the  reasons  given  in  South  African  Bepublic  v.  La  Com- 
pagnie  Franco-Beige  du  (Jhemin  de  Fer  du  JTord,  [1897]  2 
Ch.  487,  such  amalgamation  should  not  be  allowed.  See  S. 
C,  [1898]  1  Ch.  197.  Order  appealed  from  aflBrmed  with 
costs,  with  leave  to  apply  to  amend  the  equitable  claims  as 
against  the  parties  to  the  original  record. 

Meredith,  J.,  concurred. 


December  22nd,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

HOLTBY  V.  FBENCH. 
Mechanics'   Liens— Defect   in   Building^Aasent— Estoppel. 

Appeal  by  defendant  Edwin  French  from  judgment  of  J. 
A.  McAndrew,  Official  Beferee,  in  action  under  Mechanics' 
Lien  Act,  finding  plaintiffs  entitled  to  recover  $679  for  work 
done  by  them  in  the  brick-work  of  a  stable.     The  defence 
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urged  was  that  the  work  had  not  been  completed  according 
to  contract,  because  the  east  wall  of  the  building  was  not 
plumb,  but  at  a  certain  point  projected  towards  the  east,  to 
the  extent  of  about  two  inches.  The  referee  gave  judgment 
in  favour  of  plaintiffs. 

C.  A.  Hasten,  for  appellant. 

N.  W.  Bowell,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Falconbridge,  C.J., 
Street,  J.)  was  delivered  by 

Street,  J. — Though  the  evidence  was  involved  and  very 
conflicting,  a  perusal  of  it  leads  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
bulge  was  the  result  of  something  done  by  the  defendant  and 
his  employees  in  putting  up  a  heavy  cross-beam.  The  bulge 
was  discovered  shortly  after  the  beam  had  been  put  up,  and 
the  mischief  might  then  have  been  set  right  for  a  trifling 
sum.  The  plaintiffs  proposed  gradually  to  bring  the  portion 
oi  the  wall  yet  to  be  built  into  line  with  the  bottom,  and  to 
this  the  defendant  assented,  so  that  he  is  now  estopped  from 
setting  up  his  present  contention.  He  had  practically  acceded 
to  the  plaintiffs'  view  of  the  cause  of  the  defect. 

After  the  completion  of  the  contract  he  promised  to  pay 
the  plaintiffs,  and  made  no  complaint  on  this  subject  until 
they  had  registered  a  lien. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 


Falconbridge,  C.J.  December  23rd,  1902. 

CHAMBERS. 

HAY  V.  BINGHAM. 

Defamation— Pleading— statement  of  Claim — Setting  out  whole  News- 
paper Article— Parts  not  Referring  to   Plaintiff—Innuendo. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  order  of  local  Master  at  Ottawa 
striking  out  paragraph  4  and  part  of  paragraph  5  of  the 
statement  of  claim  in  an  action  for  libel  and  slander.  The 
defendant  was  a  candidate  in  the  Liberal  interest  for  the 
representation  of  the  city  of  Ottawa  in  the  Ontario  Legisla- 
ture at  the  general  election  in  May,  1902,  and  the  plaintiff 
was  a  supporter  of  the  Conservative  candidate  at  such  elec- 
tion. .  Paragraph  4  stated  that  the  defendant  was  defeated  at 
the  election,  and  on  the  following  day,  the  30th  May,  1902, 
falsely  and  maliciously  caused  to  be  printed  and  published  in 
the  form  of  an  interview  in  the  issue  of  the  ''Free  Press'' 
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newspaper,  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiflE  the  words  foUow- 
.  ing :  "  Mr.  Bingham  on  the  Result."  Then  followed  an  ac- 
count of  an  interview  with  Mr.  Bingham,  containing,  among 
other  things,  these  words:  "Mr.  R.  G.  Hay"  (the  plaintiff) 
"  was  another  that  came  to  me  after  it  was  known  that  I  was 
a  candidate.  He  wished  me  to  indorse  a  note  for  him  for 
$1,000  to  start  an  establishment  on  Bank  street.  I  said  to 
him  that  I  would  consider  the  matter,  and  remarked :  *  Won't 
jou  be  lonesome  out  of  politics?'  He  said  that  he  had  gone 
out  of  politics.  I  afterwards  declined  to  accede  to  his  re- 
quest, and  he  later  on  accused  me  of  breach  of  loyalty,  etc." 
The  other  portions  of  the  interview  were  set  out  in  the  state- 
ment of  claim,  but  did  not  refer  to  plaintiff.  Paragraph  6 
contained  the  innuendo,  and  the  part  struck  out  by  the  Master 
was  a  part  which  did  not  refer  to  any  statement  made  with 
regard  to  plaintiff. 

T.  McVeity,  Ottawa,  for  plaintiff. 
Glyn  Osier,  Ottawa,  for  defendant. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. — Rules  268  and  275  have  no  relation 
to  the  setting  out  of  the  matter  complained  of  in  an  action  of 
defamation,  because  in  that  form  of  action  the  very  words 
complained  of  must  be  set  out  by  plaintiff:  Wright  v.  Clem- 
ents, 3  B.  &  Ad.  at  p.  506.  It  is  not  sufficient  to  give  the 
substance  or  purport  of  the  libel  or  slander  with  innuendoes : 
Odgers,  3rd  ed.,  p.  553 :  the  words  must  be  set  out  verbatim. 
Generally  speaking,  it  is  not  necessary  to  set  out  the  whole  of 
an  article  containing  libellous  passages,  provided  that  nothing 
be  omitted  which  qualifies  or  alters  the  same :  Odgers,  p.  534, 
and  cases  cited.  The  libel  itself  must  be  produced  at  the 
trial,  and  defendant  is  entitled  to  have  the  whole  of  it  read. 
But  a  defendant  cannot  object  to  the  whole  article  being  set 
out  in  the  statement  of  claim.  The  pleading  does  not  offend 
against  Rule  298,  nor  is  it  scandalous,  nor  does  it  tend 
to  prejudice,  embarrass,  or  delay  the  fair  trial  of  the  action. 
Days  V.  Brundage,  13  How.  Pr.  221,  Millington  v.  Loring, 
6  Q.  B.  D.  190,  194,  and  Whitney  v.  Moignard,  24  Q.  B.  D. 
630,  referred  to.  The  words  of  paragraph  6  struck  out  were 
properly  struck  out  They  were  not  fairly  pleaded  as  in- 
nuendo, and  did  not  refer  to  plaintiff. 

Appeal  allowed  as  to  the  4th  and  disallowed  as  to  the  5th 
parpgrapli.     Costs  (.f  aj  peal  to  be  costs  in  the  cause. 
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TRIAL. 

'  MOORE  V.  BALCH. 

Limitation  of  Actions— Promissory  Notes-^ommenoement  of  Statute 
—Absence  of  Defendant  from  Province— Return. 

Action  tried  at  Kingston  without  a  jury.  The  plaintiffs 
claim  was  on  three  promissory  notes  made  by  defendant  to 
him,  the  first  being  dated  10th  May,  1889,  payable  one  year 
after  date,  and  the  others  3rd  March,  1892,  payable  at  one  and 
bix  months  after  date  respectively.  All  three  notes  were  made 
at  Kingston,  whence  defendant  went  in  September,  1893,  to 
live  at  Syracuse,  New  York,  where  he  lived  thenceforward. 
Dui'ing  the  summer  of  1894  he  was  in  Kingston  for  a  week  on 
a  visit,  and  in  the  following  year  spent  two  weeks  in  the  city 
and  vicinity.  The  notes  were  proved  to  have  been  made  by 
defendant,  and  at  the  trial  the  claim  on  the  first  was  aban- 
doned by  plaLntiflf. 

T.  L.  Snook,  Kingston,  for  plaintiff. 

John  Mclntyre,-  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

MacMahon,  J. — The  second  and  third  notes  had  matured 
before  defendant's  removal  to  Syracuse,  and,  since  the  plain- 
tiff's cause  of  action  accrued  before  the  departure  of  the  de- 
fendant, the  statute  began  to  run  and  was  not  suspended  by 
his  subsequent  removal  from  the  jurisdiction:  Homfray  v. 
Scrope,  13  Q.  B.  509-512 ;  Rhodes  v.  Smethurst,  6  M.  &  W. 
361.  In  any  event  he  returned  to  Kingston  in  1894  and 
1895,  and  there  remained  for  a  length  of  time  amply  suffi- 
cient for  the  holder  of  the  notes  to  have  brought  action.  The 
claim  of  the  plaintiff  was,  therefore,  barred  long  before  thii 
action  was  brought  on  12th  August,  1902. 


Falconbridge,  C.J.  December  23rd,  1902. 

trial. 

RYAISr  V.  RYAN. 
WaHe— Cutting  Timber— Injury  to  Reversion— Infunctionr-Damaifes. 

The  plaintiff's  claim  was  against  the  defendant  for  dam- 
ages for  cutting  wood  upon  land  of  which  plaintiff's  mother 
was  life  tenant  and  plaintiff  himself  reversioner. 

T.  Wells,  IngersoU,  for  plaintiff. 

J.  C.  Hegler,  K.C.,  and  J.  H.  Hegler,  IngersoU,  for  de- 
fendant. 
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Falconbridge,  C.J. — Although  the  evidence  offered  by 
plaintiff  was  too  vague  and  inconclusive  to  warrant  a  finding, 
the  evidence  of  defendant  and  his  mother  shewed  that  defen* 
dant  had  taken  from  the  land  of  which  plaintiff  was  rever* 
sioner,  and  converted  to  his  own  use,  about  five  cords  of  rough, 
wood  annually  for  firewood.  That  he  had  replaced  this  by 
better  wood  from  his  own  land  did  not  help  him,  since  the 
life  tenant  could  not,  without  being  impeachable  of  waste, 
sell  or  barter  away  any  wood  which  she  might  use  herself: 
Saunders  v.  Breakie,  6  0.  R.  603.  As  defendant  avowed  his 
intention  of  continuing  the  practice,  an  injunction  is  granted 
against  this  particular  mode  of  dealing  with  wood  on  and  from 
the  land  of  which  plaintiff  is  reversioner.  Damages  assessed 
at  $25.  Costs  to  plaintiff  on  County  Court  scale  without 
set-off. 


December  23rd,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

BREESE  V.  CLAEK. 

District  Court  —  Jurisdiction  —  Counterclaim  —  Work  and  Labour — 
Amount~D€t€riorationr^Damages-~8et'0tf—<!08t8, 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  District  Court  of 
Muskoka  whereby  the  claim  of  plaintiff  for  moneys  due  to 
him  on  a  contract  with  plaintiff  for  sawing  logs  was  found 
at  $209.59,  but  the  defendant  was  allowed  by  way  of  set-off 
and  counterclaim  for  bad  sawing  and  deterioration  of  logs 
a  sum  of  $597,  and  whereby  judgment  was  directed  to  be 
entered  for  defendant  for  the  balance  over  plaintiff^s  claim. 
The  appeal  was  taken  on  the  ground  that  the  amount  allowed 
upon  the  counterclaim  was  in  excess  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
District  Court,  and  on  the  facts. 

E.  E.  A.  DuVemet,  for  plaintiff. 

B.  IT.  McPherson,  for  defendant. 

The  Court  (Boyd,  C,  Meredith,  J.),  held  that  it 
would  be  proper  to  reduce  the  amount  to  be  allowed  for  bad 
iMiwing  to  $150,  and  to  treat  this  as  a  matter  of  mere  defence, 
deducting  it  from  the  $209.59  due  plaintiff,  thus  arriving  at  a 
balance  of  $59.59.  On  the  counterclaim  proper  for  deterio- 
ration of  logs,  the  amount  which  on  the  whole  evidence  it 
would  be  proper  to  allow  would  be  $150,  the  amount  allowed 
below  having  been  beyond  the  jurisdiction.  Deducting  the 
$59.59,  there  was  left  a  balance  in  defendant's  favour  of 
$90.41,  for  which  sum  judgment  should  be  entered.  Success 
having  been  divided,  no  costs  of  action  or  appeal  to  either 
party. 
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^Ieredith,  J.  December  24th,  1902. 

chambers. 

Be  BUTLEB. 

Will— Construction— Distribution  of  Estate— Income— Corpus. 

Motion  by  executors  upon  an  originating  notice  under 
Bule  938  for  an  order  declaring  the  construction  of  tiie  will 
of  Peter  Butler,  by  which  all  the  residue  of  his  property  waa 
devised  upon  trust  to  the  executors  to  convert  into  money, 
and,  after  payment  of  an  annuity,  to  pay  the  residue  of  the 
income  annually  in  equal  shares  to  his  children  Ephraim, 
Philip,  George,  Jane,  Ann,  and  Sidney,  during  their  lives. 
The  will  directed  that  the  share  of  any  of  the  said  children 
dying  without  issue  should  be  divided  among  **  all  my  sur- 
viving children,"  and  that  the  *'  share  of  interest  of  any  of 
my  children '*'  who  died  leaving  issue  should  be  divided 
equally  among  the  children  of  the  deceased  child  until  the 
final  division.  After  the  death  of  the  last  surviving  of  the 
six  children  mentioned  by  name,  the  corpus  was  directed  to 
be  divided  into  six  parts  and  one  part  paid  to  the  children  of 
each  of  the  said  deceased  children  in  equal  shares.  There  was 
a  seventh  child  of  testator's  not  mentioned  in  the  will  except 
to  be  named  as  executor.  He  had  died,  leaving  six  children, 
and  of  tlie  six  children  named  as  beneficiaries  live  were  dead, 
four  leaving  issue,  and  one  (Sidney)  without  issue. 

W.  E.  Middleton,  for  the  executors. 

D.  W.  Saunders,  for  the  assignees  of  George  Butler. 

D.  L.  McCarthy,  for  the  representatives  of  Peter  Butler. 

F.  ^V.  Harcourt,  for  unborn  children. 

T.  G.  Meredith,  K.C.,  for  others  interested. 

Merkdith,  J. — The  questions  and  the  answers  to  them 
are  as  follows:  1.  Are  the  children  of  Peter  Butler  entitled 
to  share  in  Sidney's  share  of  the  income?  They  are  so  en- 
titled. The  will  properly  referred  to  the  share  of  **  any  of 
the  said  children  "  being  divided  among  all  my  surviving 
children,  which  prima  facie  included  Peter,  and  this  construc- 
tion was  assisted  by  the  subsequent  provision  that  the  share 
of  intercijt  of  "  any  of  my  children  "  (which  again  prima 
facie  included  Peter)  dying  leaving  issue  should  until  the 
period  of  distribution  be  divided  among  the  children  of  that 
child.  No  violence  was  done  to  the  words  '*  share  of  interest" 
])y  holding  them  applicable  not  only  to  the  main  share  of  in- 
terest of  one  of  the  named  six,  but  also  to  Peter's  share  of 
the  share  oi  one  of  the  si\  dying  without  ii^i^uo.     To  construe 
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the  gift  of  the  share  of  interest  of  a  child  dying  without  issue 
t<»  the  "  surviving  children  ^^  at  the  time  of  the  payment  would 
not  be  consistent  with  the  intention  of  bounty  to  the  grand- 
children or  the  directions  to  pay  the  shares  among  the  child- 
ren share  and  share  alike  and  to  pay  the  share  of  a  child 
leaving  issue  to  his  children. 

2.  How  is  Sidney's  share  of  the  corpus  to  be  divided? 
There  is  an  intestacy  as  to  Sidney^s  share,  the  children  of 
each  child  being  the  only  beneficiaries  of  the  corpus. 

3.  May  the  estate  now  be  divided?  Except  as  to  Sidney's 
share,  which  must  be  retained  until  the  death  of  the  last  sur- 
viving named  child  in  order  that  Peter's  children  may  share 
in  the  income  therefrom,  there  is  no  reason  why  their  proper 
shares  of  their  parent's  shares  may  not  be  paid  to  such  of 
the  grandchildren  as  are  of  full  age. 

Order  to  go  upon  any  of  the  questions  submitted.  Costs 
of  all  parties  out  of  the  fund,  those  of  the  executors  as  be- 
tween solicitor  and  client. 


C.  A. 

December  24th,  1902.    ' 

MURPHY  V.  LAKE  ERIE  AND  DETROIT  RIVER 

R.  W.  CO. 

Contract— Constructions-Removal  of  Timher-— Injunction— Retusal-— 
Apt)€al^Court  Expressing  no  Opinion  on  Merits— Affirmance  of 
Refusal, 

Appeal  by  plaintiflFs  from  order  of  Lount,  J.,  in  the 
Weekly  Court,  dismissing  the  plaintiffs'  motion  for  an  in- 
terim injunction  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  removing 
from  Great  Duck  Island  in  Lake  Huron,  owned  by  plaintiffs,, 
certain  timber  cut  by  defendants  prior  to  Ist  January,  1902. 
LouNT,  J.,  held  that  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  agree- 
ment between  plaintiffs  and  defendants  the  cedar  timber  cut 
by  the  defendants  before  1st  January,  1902,  but  not  removed 
at  that  date,  belonged  to  defendants  and  might  now  be  re- 
moved, notwithstanding  the  express  provision  for  removal 
prior  to  1st  January,  1902,  contained  in  the  agreement. 

F.  A.  Anglin,  K.C.,  for  the  appellants,  contended  that, 
on  the  true  interpretation  of  the  offers  contained  in  the  letters 
of  the  plaintiff  Murphy  of  19th  January,  1899,  and  15th  Sep- 
tember, 1899,  addressed  to  defendants,  and  by  them  accepted, 
the  words  "  to  be  cut  and  removed  .  .  .  until  Ist  Janu- 
ary, 1902,"  were  words  limiting  and  defining  the  quantity  of 
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cedar  timber  sold  by  plaintiffs  and  bought  by  defendants; 
that  by  the  agreement  the  removal  of  the  timber  was  made 
a  condition  precedent  to  its  becoming  the  property  of  de- 
fendants. 

W.  H.  Blake,  K.C.,  for  defendants,  opposed  appeal,  and 
relied  on  McGregor  v.  McNeil,  32  C.  P.  538. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Moss,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Mac- 
LENNAN,  Garrovv,  J  J.  A.)  was  delivered  by 

Moss,  C.J.O. — We  think  that  in  the  present  position  of 
this  case  we  should  not  now  express  a  definite  opinion  upon 
the  contract  between  the  parties.  The  case  is  not  ripe  for 
Unal  decision  upon  the  construction  of  the  agreement  in  ques- 
tion. The  facts  shewn  are  very  meagre.  It  was  quite  open 
to  the  learned  Judge  whose  order  is  under  appeal  to  refuse 
3in  injunction  on  the  sole  ground  of,  preponderance  of  con- 
venience, and  there  is  nothing  before  us  on  which  w^e  could 
say  he  erred  in  so  disposing  of  the  motion.  .  .  .  We  de- 
sire to  leave  the  case  so  that  it  may  be  dealt  with  at  the  trial 
entirely  unembarrassed  by  any  expression  of  opinion.  .  .  . 
We  think  the  proper  order  to  be  now  made  is  to  dismiss  the 
uppeal ;  the  costs  to  be  disposed  of  by  the  trial  Judge. 


'^  December  24th,  1902. 

C.  A. 

McGIBBON  V.  CHAELTOK 

Contract— Delivery   of    Timber— Correspondence— Evidence— Non-com" 

pletion  of  Contract, 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  judgment  of  Lount,  J.,  dis- 
missing with  costs  the  action  brought  by  appellants  to  recover 
damages  sustained  by  them  by  reason  of  an  alleged  breach  by 
respondents  of  their  contract  with  appellants  to  deliver  200  M. 
feet  of  white  pine  and  between  250  M.  and  300  M.  of  Norway 
pine. 

J.  Cowan,  Sarnia,  for  appellants. 

H.  L.  Drayton   and  A.  G.  Slaght,  for  defendants. 

The  Court  (Moss.  C.J.O. ,  Osler,  Maclennan,  Gar- 
row,  J  J.  A.)  held  that  the  Judge  below  was  right  in  the  con- 
clusion that  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  of  the  contract 
sued  on,  which  was  founded  upon  a  correspondence,  a  perusal 
of  which  shewed  tliat  neither  of  the  parties  regarded  their 
negotiations  as  having  reached  a  conclusion. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 
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December  24th,  1902. 

Kjm       A.. 

AKMSTKONG  v.  TOKONTO  POLICE  BENEFIT  FUND. 

Benefit     Society^Pension— Vested     Right— Alteration     in     Rules— 

Validity  of. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  Street,  J.  (30th 
April,  1901),  declaring  that  the  moneys  paid  into  Court  in 
this  action  by  the  defendants  were  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
plaintiff's  claim.  Plaintiff  was  a  member  of  the  Toronto 
Police  Force  from  15th  March,  1872,  till  the  time  of  his  re- 
signation on  15th  May,  1900.  Defendants  were  a  friendly 
society  organized  3rd  *December,  1881,  to  insure  against 
death  and  to  grant  life-time  benefits.  Under  rules  23  and 
24  of  the  society,  plaintiff  claimed  a  pension  for  life  of  one- 
half  of  his  pay. 

In  calculating  the  period  of  service,  upon  which  the  right 
to  the  pension  depended,  rule  23  of  the  society  was  relied  on. 
It  stated  that  members  who  were  on  the  force  prior  to  1st 
January,  1882,  were  entitled  to  reckon  two-thirds  of  the 
period  of  their  service,  anterior  to  that  date.  The  rules  of  the 
society  were  amended  in  December,  1894,  and  by  the  amend- 
ment the  period  required  to  entitle  a  member  to  the  pension 
claimed  by  plaintiff  was  increased  from  20  to  25  years,  and, 
consequently,  defendants  contended  that  plaintiff,  having 
served  only  24  years  and  5  months,  was  not  entitled  to  the 
pension  claimed. 

E.  E.  A.  DuVemet  and  N.  F.  Davidson,  for  appellant. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  D.  T.  Symons,  for  defen- 
dants. 

The  Court  (Moss,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Maclennan,  Gar- 
row,  JJ.A.)  held  that  the  amendments  were  valid  and  bind- 
ing upon  the  plaintiff.  There  was  no  question  of  vested  in- 
terests involved.  The  plaintiff  had  acquired  no  absolute  right 
to  a  pension  at  the  time  of  the  amendment  in  1894.  His 
rights  continued  to  be  the  same  as  those  of  all  other  members 
of  the  society  until  he  acquired  a  vested  right  imder  the  rules 
in  force  at  the  time,  and  the  sum  to  which  he  had  become  en- 
titled had  been  paid  into  Court. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 
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December  24th,  1902. 

C.  A. 

GITY  OF  OTTAWA  v.  OTTAWA  ELECTRIC  R.  W.  CO. 

Street  Railway— Agreement  with  Munioipfilitu— Specific  Performance 
Sond—Infunction— Reference  as  to  Damages— Transportation  of 
Freight— Resolution  of  Council— Statutes. 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  judgment  of  Boyd,  C.  (17th 
June,  1901),  after  the  trial  of  the  action  at  Ottawa,  direct- 
ing a  reference  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  what  damages 
the  plaintiffs  had  sustained  by  reason  of  the  failure  of  de- 
fendants to  build  and  put  in  operation  the  line  of  railway  on 
Bell  street,  in  the  city  of  Ottawa,  and  in  other  respects  dis- 
missing the  action,  which  was  brought  to  compel  specific  per- 
formance of  certain  agreements  between  the  plaintiffs  and 
defendants,  and  for  an  injunction  restraining  defendants 
from  carrying  freight  and  running  freight  cars  upon  their 
line  of  railway  on  Sussex  street,  and  on  other  lines  in  the 
city.  The  Chancellor  held  that  the  power  to  carry  freight  on 
the  streets  by  electricity  was  an  employment  of  new  and  ad- 
ditional power  conferred  by  the  statutes  of  Canada,  1892, 
and  was  to  be  brought  into  operation  according  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Ontario  Street  Railway  Act,  which  were  tiiat  it 
must  Jiave  been  sanctioned  by  a  by-law  of  the  municipality. 
But  the  provisions  of  the  Street  Railway  Act  did  not  apply 
to  any  company  incorporated  before  the  Ist  February,  1883. 
The  Ottawa  City  Passenger  Railway  Company  (now  incor- 
porated with  the  plaintiffs)  had  from  the  first  had  power  to 
transport  freight  on  their  lines  by  horse  or  animal  power, 
and  new  facilities  were  given  to  it  afterwards  by  the  Domin- 
ion Parliament  to  carry  freight  by  means  of  electricity. 
Then  the  Dominion  Act  of  1892  provided  that  the  new  power 
was  to  be  exercised  on  such  terms  as  the  city  council  approved. 
Having  regard  to  the  earlier  Act  of  1868,  sec.  2,  the  city 
council  might,  by  resolution,  permit  the  use  of  freight  cars 
during  the  day  time.  Its  approval  of  such  use  of  the  tracks 
for  freight  during  the  day  was  to  be  manifested  by  resolution, 
and  the  like  approval  for  the  carriage  of  freight  at  night 
might  fairly  be  regarded  as  sufficient.  The  council  had  given 
their  sanction  by  resolution  to  connect  the  lumber-yard  of  the 
Edwards  Company  with  the  track  on  Sussex  street,  and  the 
city  had  also  made  connections  at  the  other  end  of  Sussex 
street.  This  had  been  the  method  of  operating  one  part  of 
this  track  on  Sussex  street  since  1896,  and,  in  the  absence  of 
any  evidence  that  the  resolution  had  been  rescinded,  or  other 
act  of  disapproval  equally  notorious,  the  action  failed  on  this 
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branch.  On  the  branch  of  the  case  referring  to  the  operation 
of  cars  on  Bell  street^  the  Chancellor  held  that  it  was  not  a 
case  for  specific  performance^  but  directed  a  reference  as  to 
damages. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  and  Taylor  McVeily,  Ottawa,  for 
plaintiffs,  appellants. 

F.  H.  Chrysler,  K.C.,  for  defendants,  supported  the 
Chancellor's  judgment  on  the  Sussex  street  branch  of  the 
case,  and  on  <the  other  branch  supported  a  cross-appeal  from 
the  part  of  the  judgment  directing  a  reference. 

The  Court  (Moss,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Maclennan,  Gar- 
row,  J  J.  A.)  held  that  in  the  face  of  the  stipulations  in  the 
Act  of  Parliament  giving  defendants  the  right  to  use  elec- 
tricity, they  could  not  ignore  the  provisions  of  the  Street 
Bailway  Act.  The  resolution  of  the  council  giving  the  defend- 
ants leave  to  connect  their  lines  with  those  of  the  Canadian 
Pacific  and  Canada  Atlantic  railway  companies,  and  allowing 
the  connection  with  the  Edwards  Compacny  yard,  did  not  give 
the  defendants  the  rights  contended  for.  The  provisions  of  sec. 
546  were  imperative,  and  the  power  conferred  upon  the  muni- 
cipality must  be  strictly  exercised:  Winter  v.  McKeown,  22 
U.  C.  B.  341,  at  p.  347 ;  Ee  Ostrom  and  Township  of  Sidney, 
If  A,  B.  372. 

The  effect  of  sec.  17,  of  the  Street  Bailway  Act  tad  been 
overlooked  below.  The  defendants  had  failed  to  make  out 
a  valid  permission  and  could  not,  therefore,  carry  freight  on 
their  lines  through  the  city.  On  the  claim  for  specific  per- 
formance, the  reasons  given  in  City  of  Kingston  v.  Kingston, 
etc.,  Street  E.  W.  Co.,  25  A.  E.  399,  for  refusing  it,  applied, 
and  the  plaintiffs  could  not  enforce  the  bond  against  defend- 
ants, the  city  having  given  up  its  rights  thereunder.  Fur- 
ther, the  city  not  having  seriously  followed  up  its  claim  for 
damages,  and  it  being  doubtful  if  any  could  be  established, 
there  should  be  no  reference  as  to  damages  in  this  action. 

Appeal  allowed  as  to  the  freight,  and  defendants  enjoined 
from  transporting  or  carrying  freight  or  running  freight 
cars  over  their  lines  by  electricity  till  the  city^s  permission 
has  been  obtained.  Appeal  dismissed  as  to  other  branches. 
Cross-appeal  allowed  as  respects  the  reference  as  to  damages, 
t-^  the  extent  indicated.  Costs  of  action  to  plaintiffs.  No 
costs  of  appeal  or  cross-appeal  to  either  party. 
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December  24th,  1902. 
C.  A. 

ONTARIO  BAXK  v.  POOLE. 

Promissory  Notc—8pecifie  Purpose— Authority— Bank — Consideration 
■^-Advances— Collateral  Security— Negotiation. 

Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  judgment  of  Eobertsox,  J., 
}  0.  W.  E.  20,  dismissing  the  action  with  costs.  The  action 
was  brought  upon  a  promissory  note  for  $1,500  made  by 
James  Poole,  the  defendant,  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs.  It 
vas  one  of  a  number  of  notes  made  by  the  shareholders  of  the 
Consolidated  Pulp  and  Paper  Company  in  connection  with 
an  advance  sought  from  the  plaintiffs  for  the  purposes  of  the 
company.  The  defence  was  that  the  note  was  given  for  a 
specific  purpose,  known  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiffs never  made  the  advance  and  gave  no  consideration  for 
the  note.  The  trial  Judge  held  that  certain  advances  made 
by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  company  did  not  form  a  consideration 
for  the  note;  that  the  note  was  never  negotiated,  and  the 
plaintiffs  were  not  holders  in  due  course;  that  they  held  the 
note  without  consideration,  and  for  a  purpose  other  than  the 
defendant  intended  when  he  signed  it. 

The  appeal  was  heard  by  Osler-,  Maclennan,  Moss, 
JJ.A. 

J.  H.  Moss  and  C.  A.  Moss,  for  plaintiffs,  contended  that 
the  uncontradicted  evidence  established  that  the  note  was  de- 
livered to  them  in  consequence  of,  and  as  a  substantial  factor 
in,  the  making  of  an  agreement  between  plaintiffs  and  the 
officers  of  the  pulp  company,  which  advances  were  actually 
made;  that  the  delivery  of  the  note  to  plaintiffs  was  an  in- 
tegral part  of  the  consideration  upon  which  the  plaintiffs 
entered  into  the  agreement,  and  the  making  of  this  agreement 
by  plaintiffs  was  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the  note;  that 
the  note  was  delivered  to  plaintiffs  by  the  defendant's  agent, 
having  apparent  authority  in  that  behalf,  and  the  plaintiffs 
became  holders  in  due  course,  without  notice  of  any  limita- 
tions or  conditions  attached  to  it  in  its  inception,  and  the 
plaintiffs  were  not  affected  thereby;  that  it  was  immaterial 
whether  the  note  had  been  negotiated  or  not,  but  the  plaintiffs 
were  holders  in  due  course. 

F.  E.  Hodgins,  K.C.,  and  J.  D.  McMurrich,  for  defendant, 
contended  that  the  note  was  used  as  it  was  without  the  au- 
thority of  defendant,  and  that  plaintiffs  had  notice. 

Moss,  C.J.O. — It  is  clear  upon  the  evidence  that  the  main 
and  leading  purpose  of  making  the  thirteen  promissory  notes 
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of  which  the  defendant's  was  one,  was  that  they  might  be 
employed  to  procure  funds  from  the  bank  for  the  purposes 
of  the  company.  There  was  special  necessity  at  the  time  for 
an  immediate  advance  to  relieve  the  company  from  pressing 
liabilities  upon  which  actions  were  threatened  and  imminent. 
It  is  true  that  amongst  the  makers  themselves  the  form  of  the 
transaction  was  referred  to  as  a  discount  of  the  notes,  but 
that  may  be  regarded  as  a  mere  form  of  speech.  They  were 
not  considering  the  form  so  much  as  the  substance,  which 
was  the  obtaining  of  the  advance.  The  form  the  transaction 
took  could  make  very  little  difference  to  the  makers.  They 
were  becoming  liable  on  the  notes  in  order  that  they  might 
be  used  with  the  bank  in  procuring  the  needed  funds. 
Whether  the  money  was  advanced  directly  on  the  notes  or 
whether  it  w^as  advanced  in  consequence  of  their  having  been 
given  to  be  held  as  collateral  security,  was  immaterial.  The 
advances  were  made  as  much  upon  the  faith  of  the  notes  as 
upon  the  other  securities,  and  there  was  ample  consideration 
to  the  makers.     The  appeal  should  be  allowed. 

Maclennan,  J.A.,  gave  reasons  in  writing  for  the  same 
conclusion. 

OsLER,  J.A.,  concurred. 


December  24th,  1902. 
C.  A. 
AILLO  V.  FAUQUIER. 

GALLIC  V.  FAUQUIER. 

Master  and  Servant— Injury  to  Servant— Workmen* s  Compensation 
Act— Negligence  of  Foreman  of  Works— Questions  for  Jury— New 
Trialr-Small  Verdict. 

Appeal  by  defendants,  contractors  on  the  Algoma  Central 
Railway,  from  judgment  of  Brixton,  J.,  in  action  tried  be- 
fore him  with  a  jury  at  Sault  Ste.  Marie,  in  favour  of  plain- 
tiffs for  $375  and  $75  respectively.  The  plaintiffs  were 
workmen  on  the  railway,,  employed  in  rock  blasting.  Two 
charges  had  been  set,  and,  as  it  was  supposed,  fired.  Only 
one,  however,  had  in  fact  exploded,  and  in  working  at  the 
tamping  of  the  unexploded  charge  the  plaintiffs  were  in- 
jured. On  returning  to  work  after  the  blast  the  plaintiffs 
1  ad  suggested  to  their  foreman  that  one  charge  had  not  gone 
off.  He  was,  however,  of  a  contrary  opinion,  and  told  them 
that  if  they  refused  to  continue  to  work  they  would  be  dis- 
missed from  their  employment.  He  then  proceeded,  assisted 
by  the  plaintiffs,  to  remove  the  tamping  with  a  steel  drill. 
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He  was  himself  injured  more  seriously  than  either  of  the 
plaintiffs  in  the  explosion  which  followed.  The  jury  found 
that  the  foreman  was  negligent  in  using  a  steel  dnll,  instead 
of  a  wooden  tool;  and  upon  their  finding  judgment  was  en- 
tered  for  plaintiffs. 

The  appeal  was  taken  upon  the  grounds:  (1)  that  plain- 
tiffs knew  and  appreciated  the  risk,  and  entered  upon  the 
work  determined  to  accept  it ;  (2)  that  there  was  no  evidence 
of  any  negligence  on  the  foreman's  part. 

A.  B.  Aylesworth,  K.C.,  for  defendants,  appellants. 
Edward  Martin,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Moss,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Gar- 
row,  J  J.  A.)  was  delivered  by 

OstER,  J.A. — The  verdicts  in  these  cases  are  small,  and 
unless  there  is  no  evidence  to  support  them,  or  a  clear  case  of 
misdirection  or  nondirection  made  out,  we  ought  not  to  in- 
terfere— quite  as  much  in  the  interest  of  defendants  them- 
selves as  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  it  is  manifest  that  a  new  trial 
would  be  of  little  service  to  the  former.  .  .  So  far  as  there  was 
danger  incident  to  the  doing  of  the  work  in  a  proper  way,  the 
evidence  of  plaintiffs  themselves  might  tend  to  shew  that  they 

^  accepted  it,  though  the  jury  might  take  the  other  view,  if  they 
believed  their  evidence  that  Crocco  (the  foreman)  told  them 
to  do  the  work  on  the  peril  of  being  discharged.  And  if  the 
case  rested  on  this  alone,  it  may  be  that  we  should  have  found 
ourselves  compelled  to  grant  a  new  trial,  as  the  learned  trial 
Judge,  though  asked  to  do  so,  did  not  put  a  question  to  the 
jury  as  to  whether  the  plaintiffs  were  volentes  in  doing  the 
work,  assuming  that  it  was  done  in  a  proper  manner — ^the 
question  of  Crocco's  negligence  from  that  point  of  view  being 
whether  he  knew,  or  took  no  pains  to  inform  himself,  whether 
the  blast  had  exploded  or  not.  But  there  is  evidence  that 
Crocco  proceeded  to  withdraw  the  tamp  in  an  improper  and 
unusually  dangerous  manner,  namely,  by  means  of  a  heavy 
steel  drill,  an  instrument  which  ought  not  to  have  been  used 
for  the  purpose,  and  striking  and  pounding  this  drill  in  the 
hole.  He  ordered  the  plaintiffs  to  work  with  him  with  this 
iustrument  and  in  this  manner.  Of  the  special  and  increased 
danger  which  was  thus  caused  it  does  not  appear  that  plain- 

,  tiffs  were  aware,  and  there  was,  therefore,  a  case  proper  to  be 
submitted  to  the  jury  under  sec.  3,  sub-sec.  2,  of  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Act,  whether  the  plaintiffs  had  sustained 
injury  by  reason  of  the  negligence  of  a  person  in  the  service 
of  the  employer  who  had  superintendence  intrusted  to  him, 
while  in  the  exercise  of  such  superintendence.     The  trial 
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Judge  was  not  asked^  and  I  think  there  was  no  ground  for 
abking  him,  to  submit  any  question  as  to  plaintiffs  having 
accepted  the  special  risk  of  danger  arising  from  that  negh- 
gence^  though^  as  I  have  said^  it  might  have  been  otherwise 
had  the  case  turned  alone  upon  the  question  whether  Crocco 
was  negligent  in  not  having  stitisfied  himself  whether  the 
blast  had  or  had  not  gone  off. 

Upon  the  whole^  I  think  it  is  proper  to  dismiss  the  ap- 
peals.    Costs  follow. 

December  24th,  1902. 
C.A. 

McCLUEE  V.  TOWNSHIP  OP  BEOOKE. 

BBYCE  V.  TOWNSHIP  OF  BEOOKE. 
Drainage  Referee— Official  Referee— Reference. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  order  of  a  Divisional  Court, 
1  0  W.  E.  274,  4  0.  L.  E.  97,  allowing  an  appeal  by  plaintiffs 
from  an  order  of  Meredith,  C.J.,  dismissing  plaintiffs'  ap- 
plication for  an  order  referring  these  actions  to  the  Drainage 
Beferee  as  an  ofiBcial  referee.  The  statements  of  claim  set 
forth  certain  demands  which  were  the  subject  of  proceedings 
before  the  Drainage  Eeferee  alone  under  the  Municipal 
Drainage  Act  Combined  with  these  were  demands  and 
causes  of  action  over  which  the  Drainage  Eeferee,  as  such, 
had  no  jurisdiction,  and  which  were  properly  the  subject  of 
an  action.  After  action  brought,  the  plaintiffs  took  the  pro- 
per steps  to  bring  the  former  before  the  Drainage  Eeferee  in 
the  manner  prescribed  by  the  Act,  and  then  moved  for  an 
order  to  refer  all  the  matters  arising  in  the  actions  to  the 
Drainage  Eeferee,  as  an  ojBBcial  referee,  under  sec.  29  of  the 
Arbitration  Act. 

Meredith,  C. J.,  held  that  the  Drainage  Eeferee  was  not 
-an  oflScial  referee  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act,  but  his  de- 
cision was  reversed  by  a  Divisional  Court,  which  referred  the 
actions  for  trial  to  the  Drainage  Eeferee.  Leave  to  appeal 
from  the  orders  of  the  Divisional  Court  was  given  by  the 
Court  of  Appeal  (1  0.  W.  E.  324,  4  0:  L.  E.  102). 

J.  H.  Moss,  for  appellants. 

6.  H.  Watson,  K.C.,  and  N.  Sinclair,  for  plaintiffs. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Moss,  C.J.O.,  Osler,  Mac- 
i.ENNAN,  Garrovv,  Maclaren,  J  J.  A.)  was  delivered  by 

Osler,  J.A. — Judges  of  the  County  Court  and  certain 
specified  oflBcers    .     .     .    are  by  sec.  141  (1)  of  the  Judica- 
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ture  Act  declared  to  be  official  referees  for  the  trial  of  such 
questions  as  shall  be  directed  to  be  tried  by  such  referees. 

The  Drainage  Referee  is  not  one  of  these  officers. 

If  other  and  additional  official  referees  are  required,  and 
the  President  of  the  High  Court  so  certifies,  "  the  Lieutenant- 
Governor  may  from  time  to  time  appoint  other  and  addi- 
tional official' referees  accordingly:"  sec.  141  (2). 

The  Drainage  Referee  has  not  been  appointed  an  official 
referee  under  this  clause. 

A  person,  therefore,  who  is  not  an  official  referee  ex  officio, 
i.e.,  by  virtue  of  and  as  incidental  to  the  holding  of  some 
other  office,  can  become  such  only  by  special  appointment  as 
official  referee,  and  the  only  authority  for  making  such 
appointment  seems  to  be  under  sec.  141  (2). 

By  the  Arbitration  Act,  R.  S.  0.  ch.  62,  sec.  28,  subject  to 
Rules  of  Court  and  to  any  right  to  have  particular  cases  tried 
by  a  jury,  the  Court  or  Judge  may  refer  any  question  arising 
ir  any  cause  or  matter  for  inquiry  and  report  to  any  official 
referee  or  to  a  special  referee  agreed  on  by  the  parties. 

And  by  sec.  29  in  certain  specified  cases  the  Court  or 
Judge  may  refer  the  whole  cause  or  matter  or  any  question 
01  issue  of  fact  arising  therein  or  any  question  of  account  to 
be  tried  before  a  special  referee  agreed  on  by  the  parties  or 
before  an  official  referee. 

The  reference,  therefore,  can  be  made  only  to  a  person 
who  is  such  an  officer,  or  by  .consent  to  a  special  referee  agreed 
on  by  the  parties. 

By  sec.  88  (1)  of  the  Ontario  Drainage  Act,  R.  S.  0.  ch. 
62,  the  Lieutenant-Governor  in  Council  may  from  time  to 
time  appoint  a  referee  for  the  purpose  of  the  drainage  laws. 

The  person  so  appointed  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  officer 
of  the  High  Court,  sec.  88  (2),  and  he  shall  hold  office  by  the 
same  tenure  as  an  official  referee  under  the  Judicature  Act. 

The  Drainage  Referee,  therefore,  while  an  officer  of  the 
High  Court  and  holding  his  office  by  the  same  tenure  as  an 
official  referee,  is  an  officer  specially  appointed  for  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  drainage  laws,  and  his  powers  as  Drain- 
age Referee  are  specified  and  defined  in  sec.  89,  inter  alia, 
sub-sec.  (1).  He  shall  have  the  powers  of  an  official  referee 
under  the  Judicature  and  Arbitration  Acts,  and  of  arbitrator 
under  any  former  enactments  relating  to  drainage  works, 
and  he  is  substituted  for  such  arbitrator. 

If,  however,  he  is  not  one  of  those  officers  who  is  ex  officio 
an  official  referee  under  sec.  141  (1)  of  the  Judicature  Act,  and 
has  not  been  appointed  as  such  by  the  Lieutenant-Governor 
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under  sec.  141  (2),  I  do  not  see  how  he  can  be  regarded  as  an 
official  referee  under  that  Act,  merely  because  he  happens  to 
be  a  different  kind  of  referee  and  officer  of  the  High  Court 
under  another  Act,  with  special  powers  incidental  to  the  ex- 
ercise of  his  jurisdiction  under  that  Act.  Eule  .12  of  the 
Judicature  Act,  referred  to  in  the  judgment  below,  which 
provides  that  all  officers  of  the  High  Court  shall  be  auxiliary 
to  one  another  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  the  convenient 
and  speedy  administration  of  business,  does  not  seem  to  me 
to  advance  the  argument  in  favour  of  the  Drainage  Eeferee 
being  an  official  referee,  because,  whatever  may  be  his  powers 
as  Drainage  Referee,  for  the  purpose  of  the  Drainage  Act,  the 
sole  question  is  whether  he  is  an  official  referee  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Judicature  Act  and  Arbitration  Act,  to  whom 
references  may  be  made  in  invitum  under  the  latter  Act.  I 
cannot  agree  with  the  Court  below  in  holding  that  "  an  official 
referee  is  official  only  in  the  sense  oi  being  an  officer  of  the 
Court."  He  is  an  official  referee  by  virtue  of  an  appointment 
to  that  office,  or  ex  officio  as  being  the  holder  of  another  speci- 
fied office.  All  official  referees  are  officers  of  the  Court,  but 
it  does  not  follow  that  all  referees  who  are  officers  of  the  Court 
are  official  referees.  If  it  did,  a  special  referee  would,  by 
v?rtue  of  sec.  30  (1)  of  the  Arbitration  Act,  be  an  official 
referee. 

Section  8,  sub-sec.  22,  of  the  Interpretation  Act  is  also 
relied  upon  in  the  judgment  below.  I  do  not  think  it  neces- 
sary to  quote  it,  but  it  can  have  no  application  unless  the 
Drainage  Referee  is  ex  officio  or  by  appointment  an  official 
referee. 

Then  it  is  said  that  sec.  110  of  the  Drainage  Act  assumes 
that  the  Drainage  Referee  is  an  official  referee  to  whom  re- 
ference may  be  made  under  sub-sec.  2  of  sec.  29  of  the  Arbi- 
tration Act.  The  answer  to  that,  again,  is,  that  his  status 
must  be  found  in  some  appointment  direct  or  ex  officio  as 
such.  The  section  (110)  is  not  one  dealing  with  his  juris- 
diction, but  with  appeals  from  his  decisions,  and  (if  this  part 
of  it  is  still  in  force  now"  that  sec.  94  of  the  Act  has  been 
repealed  by  1  Edw.  VII.  ch.  30,  sec.  5)  it  may  embrace  the 
case  of  a  decision  or  report  of  the  referee  acting  as  special 
referee  by  consent  of  parties.     It  goes  no  further. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  Drainage  Referee  appears  to  me 
to  be  limited  to  the  administration  of  proceedings  under  the 
Drainage  Act.  The  powers  conferred  upon  him  are  incident 
to  that  jurisdiction.  The  repeal  of  sec.  94  emphasizes  this. 
As  that  section  stood  in  the  revised  statutes  there  was  express 
authority  to  refer  just  such  a  case  as  this  to  him.     If,  as  I 
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ihink^  he  is  not  an  official  referee^  that  power  no  longer 
exists.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  order  of  the 
Divisional  Court  is  wrong  and  ought  to  be  reversed  and  the 
judgment  of  Meredith,  G.J.,  restored.     Costs  follow. 


Winchester,  Master.  December  26th,  1902. 

chambers. 

MOKEISON  V.  MITCHELL. 
Trade  Mark — Infringement— statement  of  Claim— Particulan, 

m 

Application  by  defendants  for  furtHer  and  better  par- 
ticulars. 

C.  A.  Masten,  for  defendants. 
Grayson  Smith,  for  plaintiffs. 

The  Master: — ^The  action  was  brought  for  the  allied 
infringement  of  a  trade  mark,  and  by  order  made  on  31st 
October,  1902,  the  plaintiffs  were  directed  to  furnish  par- 
ticulars of  their  statement  of  claim  as  follows: —  (a)  of  the 
names  and  addresses  of  the  persons  to  whom  the  defendants 
had  sold  goods  marked  with  the  trade  mark  in  question; 
(b)  of  the  acts  of  infringement;  (c)  of  the  character  of  the 
trade  mark  claimed;  (d)  of  the  acts  of  trespass  on  plaintiffs* 
goods,  rights,  and  property.  The  particulars  furnished  be- 
gan by  stating  that  the  particulars  ordered  were  set  forth  as 
fully  as  practicable  in  the  paper  served,  in  the  examinations 
for  discovery,  and  in  the  examination  of  ten  witnesses  for 
defendants  on  commission,  all  of  which  were  in  possession  of 
defendants*  solicitors,  and  proceeded  to  state  in  compliance 
with  (a)  that  these  names  and  addresses  appeared  in  the 
defendants'  books,  of  which  plaintiffs  had  no  personal  know- 
ledge and  defendants  had.  This  statement  is  insufficient, 
in  the  absence  of  an  affidavit  that  the  particulars  ordered 
are  not  at  present  within  plaintiffs*  knowledge.  As  to  (b) 
the  plaintiffs  have  furnished  so-called  particulars  wider  than 
the  statement  of  claim,  whereas  dates  and  places  should  have 
been  set  out.  As  to  (c)  the  form  and  manner  of  using  and 
applying  a  fraudulent  imitation  of  plaintiffs'  alleged  trade 
mark  to  secure  the  benefit  of  plaintiffs*  properly  and  reputa- 
tion, should  be  stated.  As  to  (d)  the  particulars  furnished 
arc  sufficient. 

Order  accordingly.     Costs  to  defendants  in  the  cause. 
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Brixton,  J.  December  26th,  1902^ 

TRIAL. 

MAJOR  V.  McGEEGOE. 

Libel  —  Poat-card  —  Words  of  Doubtful  Bigniflcation  —  Innuendo  — 
NecesHty  for  Shewing  Sense  in  which  Words  Understood, 

Action  for  libel  tried  at  Cornwall  with  a  jury.  Th& 
libel  complained  of  was  contained  in  a  post-card  sent  by 
defendant  to  plaintiff  through  the  post,  carried  home  by 
plaintiflf^s  father,  who  was  unable  to  read,  and  by  him  handed 
to  plaintiff's  wife,  who  read  it  aloud  to  plaintiff.  No  other  wit- 
ness was  called,  who  ever  saw,  or  read,  or  heard  read,  the  post- 
card. The  plaintiff  had  told  defendant  that  one  Jack  Sulli- 
ran  should  pay  certain  taxes,  and  defendant  wrote  to  plain- 
tiff on  the  post-card:  ^^I  saw  Jack  Sullivan  this  morning 
and  he  said  make  the  S.  B.  pay  if  The  libel  alleged  was 
that  the  letters  "S.  B."  were  intended  to  convey  an  offensive 
epithet  reflecting  upon  plaintiff's  parentage. 

G.  I.  Gogo,  Cornwall,  for  plaintiff. 

D.  B.  Maclennan,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

Britton,  J.: — It  is  doubtful  whether  if  the  words  sug- 
gested in  plaintiff's  innuendo  were  written  out  in  full,  they 
would  be  libellous.  They  are  words  of  abuse,  but  are,  as 
often  used,  absolutely  meaningless,  no  one  understanding 
them  to  really  impute  anything  against  the  character  of  the^ 
mother,  or  as  being  a  statement  of  a  fact.  But,  even  assum- 
ing the  libellous  character  of  the  innuendo,  if  written  in  full, 
there  was  no  libel  here,  the  letters  not  being  actionable  in 
their  natural  signification,  and  plaintiff  having  failed  to 
prove  the  innuendo,  not  having  shewn  that  the  letters  were 
in  fact  understood  in  the  sense  alleged:  Macdonald  v.  Mail 
Printing  Co.,  32  0.  B.  168,  169,  2  0.  L.  K.  278;  Huber  v. 
Crookall,  10  0.  K.  475. 

Action  dismissed  with  costs. 


December  26th,  1902. 
divisional  court. 

WALTON  v.  WELLAND  VALE  MFG.  CO. 

Master    and    Servant — Injury    to    Servant  —  Factory  —  Negligence- 
Findings  of  Jury  —  Finding  of  Judge  —  Consent  —  Notes  of 
^Evidence, 

Motion  by  plaintiffs  to  set  aside  verdict  and  judgment 
for  defendants  in  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  the  death 
of  the  husband  of  the  adult  plaintiff  and  father  of  the  infant 
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plaintiffs,  tried  before  Meredith,  C.J.,  and  a  jury  at  Ham- 
ilton, and  for  a  new  trial.  The  death  wa8  caused  by  injuries 
received  in  the  defendants'  bicycle  factory,  the  deceased  being 
in  the  employment  of  defendants  as  a  workman  therein.  The 
plaintiffs  alleged  negligence  on  the  pari;  of  defendants.  The 
jury  found  that  defendants  were  guilty  of  negligence  in  not 
seeing  that  pulleys  of  proper  size  were  used  for  the  grind- 
ptone,  the  breaking  of  which  was  the  cause  of  the  injuries, 
but  also  found  that  deceased  had  been  negligent  in  not  refus- 
ing to  make  use  of  the  insufficient  pulley  provided  by  defend- 
ants. The  trial  Judge  also  made  a  further  finding  pursuant 
tf»  a  consent  which  he  understood  was  given  by  counsel;  and 
upon  the  findings  dismissed  the  action. 

J.  W.  Xesbitt,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

P.  D.  Crerar,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  (Falconbridge,  C.J., 
Street,  J.),  was  delivered  by 

Street,  J.: — As  the  notes  of  evidence  do  not  shew  anv 
acceptance  by  plaintiffs'  counsel  of  the  suggestion  that  tiie 
Judge  should  make  further  findings,  it  will  be  safer  to  treat 
the  case  as  depending  upon  the  findings  of  the  jury.  The 
judgment  upon  the  finding  as  to  contributory  negligence, 
read  in  the  light  of  the  evidence  and  charge,  was  right.  Fur- 
ther, upon  the  uncontradicted  evidence,  no  right  in  plain- 
tiffs to  recover  appeared,  and  no  question  remained  to  leave 
to  the  jury.  Their  finding  that  defendants  were  negligent 
was  founded  upon  a  misconception  of  defendants'  duty. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 


Moss,  C.J.O.  December  26th,  1902. 

C.A. — CHAMBERS. 

Mcdonald  v.  sullivak 

Leaxie  to  Appeal — Attachment  of  Debts— Small  Amount  Involved. 

Application  by  judgment  debtors  for  leave  to  appeal  from 
order  of  a  Divisional  Court,  ante  784,  reversing  order  of 
Street,  J.,  ante  723,  and  restoring  order  of  Master  in 
Chambers,  ante  721,  which  made  absolute  an  order  of  attach- 
ment and  garnishing  summons. 

L.  V.  McBrady,  K.C.,  for  applicants. 

W.  A.  Skeans,  for  judgment  creditor. 

Moss,  C.J.O. : — No  sufficient  reasons  are  shewn  for  al- 
lowing the  appeal,  the  amount  in  question,  exclusive  of  costs, 
being  only  $152.  Justice  seems  to  have  been  done  by  the 
Master^s  order. 

Motion  dismissed  with  costs. 
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Falconbridge,  C.J.  December  27th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

BODWELL  V.  McNIVEN. 

Speciflo  Performance— Contract  for  Sale  of  Landr-Part  Performance 

^Evidence  of  Acts  Constituting, 

Action  for  specific  performance  of  a  contract  for  the  sale 
and  purchase  of  land. 

J.  C.  Hegler,  K.C.,  and  J.  H.  Hegler,  IngersoU,  for 
plaintiff. 

J.  M.  McEvoy,  London,  and  J.  L.  Paterson,  IngersoU, 
lor  defendant. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. : — Possession  is  part  performance 
both  by  and  against  the  stranger  and  the  owner:  Fry  on 
Specific  Performance,  3rd  ed.,  sec.  604.  Upon  the  evidence, 
the  character  of  the  act^  done  was  sufficient  to  constitute  part 
performance.  Usual  judgment  for  plaintiff  for  specific  per- 
formance with  costs. 


Meredith,  C.J.  December  29th,  1902. 

chambers. 

ANTHONY  V.  BLAIN. 

Pleading ^ Statement  of  Claim  —  Delivery  of  Amended  Pleading-^ 
Time— Necessity  for  Leave  or  Consent^BuUs  256,  300— Order 
Validating  Delivery— Terms— Stay  of  Proceedings— Payment  of 
Costs, 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  order  of  local  Judge  at  Bramp- 
ton determining  that  an  amended  statement  of  claim  de- 
livered by  the  plaintiff  (without  leave  having  been  obtained 
to  amend  and  without  defendant's  consent)  was  irregularly 
delivered,  contrary  to  Eule  300,  but  allowing  the  amended 
statement  of  claim  to  stand,  and  directing  plaintiff  to  deliver 
particulars  of  certain  paragraphs  of  it  within  ten  days,  and 
precluding  him  from  giving  evidence  at  the  trial  in  support 
of  the  charges  in  respect  of  which  particulars  were  ordered, 
ir.  default  of  their  being  delivered  as  directed  by  the  order, 
and  also  directing  the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  mo- 
tion, together  with  the  costs  of  the  proceedings  rendered 
unnecessary,  and  the  costs  thrown  away  by  reason  of  plain- 
tiff having  delivered  the  amended  statement  of  claim,  ex- 
tending the  time  for  delivery  of  the  statement  of  defence 
until  six  days  after  the  delivery  of  the  particulars  and  pay- 
ment of  the  costs  directed  to  be  paid,  and  staying  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  action  until  the  particulars  should  be  de- 
livered and  the  costs  paid. 
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The  action  was  for  criminal  conversation^  and  after  de- 
livery of  the  statement  of  claim  an  order  for  particulars  was 
made  and  the  time  for  delivering  the  defence  was  extended 
until  the  expiry  of  six  days  after  the  delivery  of  the  particu- 
lars. Before  this  period  had  elapsed,  and  before  any  state- 
ment of  defence  had  been  delivered,  and  more  than  four 
weeks  after  the  appearance,  the  plaintiff,  without  leave  and 
without  the  defendant's  consent,  delivered  an  amended  state- 
ment of  claim,  and  the  order  appealed  from  was  made  on 
the  motion  of  defendant  to  set  aside  the  amended  pleading 
tor  irregidarity. 

W.  E.  Middleton,  for  plaintiff. 

W.  E.  Eiddell,  K.C.,  for  defendant. 

Meredith,  C.J. : — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  local  Judge 
correctly  interpreted  Rule  300,  and  that  the  delivery  of  the 
amended  statement  of  claim  was  irregular.  The  Rule  pro- 
vides that  "  the  plaintiff  may,  without  leave,  amend  his  state- 
ment of  claim  once  before  the  expiration  of  the  time  limited 
for  reply  and  before  replying,  or^  where  no  defence  is  deliv- 
ered, before  the  expiration  of  four  weeks  from  the  appear- 
ance of  the  defendant  who  last  appears.^'  The  first  branch 
o.^  the  Rule  applies  where  a  statement  of  defence  has  been 
delivered,  and  gives  plaintiff  the  right  to  amend  without 
leave  within  three  weeks  after  defence  unless  he  has  delivered 
his  reply.  The  time  for  delivering  the  reply  is  regulated  by 
Rule  256,  and  it  is  to  the  provisions  of  that  Rule  that  refer- 
ence is  made  in  the  earlier  part  of  Rule  300;  but  where  no 
defence  is  delivered  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  Rule, 
the  plaintiff,  to  be  entitled  to  avail  himself  of  it,  must  amend 
his  statement  of  claim  within  four  weeks  from  the  appear- 
ance of  the  defendant  who  last  appears.  The  language  of  the 
Rule  is  explicit,  and  there  is  no  escape  from  the  conclusion 
that  it  operated  to  render  the  amended  statement  of  claim 
irregular. 

The  terms  imposed  as  the  condition  upon  which  the 
amended  pleading  was  allowed  to  stand  were,  however,  too 
onerous.  It  was  not  reasonable  to  provide  that  proceedings 
in  the  action  should  be  stayed  until  the  costs  should  be  paid. 
The  stay  of  proceedings  in  default  of  payment  should  have 
been  limited  to  proceedings  on  the  additional  charges  intro- 
duced into  the  statement  of  claim  by  the  amendment,  and  it 
would  not  have  been  unreasonable  to  have  provided  that  in 
case  of  default  in  payment  of  the  costs  within  a  named  time 
the  amendments  should  be  stricken  out.  See,  as  to  the  ques- 
tion of  staying  proceedings  for  non-payment  of  costs.  Re 
Wickham,  35  Ch.  D.  272;  Graham   v.   Sutton   Garden  Co., 
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£1897]  2  Ch.  367.  It  was  objected  by  defendant  that  plain- 
tiff had,  by  delivering  particulars  of  the  amendment  state- 
ment of  claim  pursuant  to  the  order  appealed  against,  pre- 
cluded himself  from  appealing.  This  objection  is  not  well 
founded.  Mere  compliance  with  the  terms  imposed  in  an 
order  by  the  party  to  whom  an  indulgence  is  granted  on 
terms,  does  not  preclude  him  from  moving  against  the  order: 
Anlaby  v.  Prffitorius,  20  Q.  B.  D.  764;  Hewson  v.  Macdonald, 
32  C.  P.  407 ;  Duffy  v.  Donovan,  14  P.  R.  159. 

Appeal  allowed  and  paragraph  7  of  the  order  to  be 
stricken  out,  and  the .  following  substituted,  that  until  pay- 
ment of  the  costs  further  proceedings  on  the  charges  intro- 
duced by  the  amendment  be  stayed,  or,  at  the  defendant's 
option,  that  if  these  costs  are  not  paid  within  one  month 
^fter  taxation,  the  amendments  be  struck  out.  Costs  of  ap- 
peal to  be  costs  in  the  cause. 


Britton,  J.  December  29th,  1902. 

WEEKLY  COURT. 

KING  V.  CITY  OF  TORONTO. 

Municipal   Corporation— Potver  of  Council  to   Submit   Question   to 
Electors— Pro)i)08€d  Expenditure  of  Money  for  Sanitarium— Inten-  * 
tion  to  Apply  to  Legislature— Y ague  and  Unsatisfactory  Question 
—Injunction. 

Motion  by  plaintiff  to  continue  an  injunction  restraining 
defendants  from  submitting,  at  the  annual  municipal  elec- 
tion on  the  5th  January,  1903,  to  the  electors  of  the  city  of 
Toronto  qualified  to  vote  on  money  by-laws,  the  question: 
*■  Are  you  in  favour  of  the  city  contributing  $50,000  towards 
the  establishment  of  a  sanitarium  for  the  treatment  of  j:esi- 
■dents  of  Toronto  suffering  from  consumption?^^ 

W.  Nesbitt,  K.C.,  and  J.  H.  Denton,  for  plaintiff. 

J.  S.  Fullerton,  K.C.,  and  W.  C.  Chisholm,  for  defend- 
ants. 

Britton,  J.: — There  is  nothing  in  the  Municipal  Act 
permitting  the  council  to  take  a  plebiscite,  and  there  is  no 
express  prohibition  against  its  doing  so.  If  any  advantage 
to  the  citizens  at  large  could  accrue  from  such  answers  as  the 
electors  may  choose  to  give,  the  Court  would  be  slow  to  inter- 
fere at  this  stage.  The  ballots  have  been  printed,  and,  as 
lliere  is  to  be  a  vote  taken  on  a  money  by-law,  very  little,  if 
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any^  additional  expense  will  be  incnrred.  On  the  other 
band,  no  actual  harm  will  result  from  allowing  the  questions 
to  be  answered*  The  avowed  purpose  is  to  inform  the  Legis- 
lature of  the  result,  and,  if  the  answers  are  favourable,  to  use 
the  result  as  an  argument  in  attempting  to  obtain  for  the  city 
the  power,  which  it  has  not  at  present,  of  making  the  con- 
tribution of  $50,000,  without  submitting  a  by-law  to  the  peo- 
ple. Many  electors  may  be  in  favour  of  such  a  contribution 
upon  definite  conditions.  The  answers,  to  be  of  any  value, 
would  have  to  be  made  to  several  further  questions,  e.g., 
"  Where  is  the  sanitarium  to  be  erected?*'  "  At  what  cost ?'* 
'*  Is  the  sanitarium  to  be  established  by  an  individual  or  a 
company  ?"  "  Is  the  $50,000  to  be  given  in  aid  of  such  an 
institution  when  established,  or  is  the  sanitarium  to  be  estab- 
lished by  the  city  alone?"  It  will  be  time  enough  to  answer 
the  question  when  a  carefully  prepared  by-law  is  submitted 
giving  all  necessary  information  and  safe-guarding  the  grant. 
Helm  v.  Town  of  Port  Hope,  22  Gr.  273,  followed.  Davis 
V.  City  of  Toronto,  15  0.  E.  33,  distinguished.  Darby  v. 
City  of  Toronto,  17  0.  R.  661,  referred  to. 

Injunction  continued  till  the  trial.  If  plaintiff  does  not 
seek  in  the  action  any  other  relief,  the  motion  may  be  turned 
into  a  motion  for  judgment,  and  judgment  will  be  for  plain- 
tiff for  a  final  injunction  with  costs. 


Falconbridge,  C.J.  December  29th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

MATHEWS  V.  MATHEWS. 

Parti tioiv— Expensive  Proceedings— Leave  to  Proceed  with  Previous 

Action— Terms. 

Action  for  partition,  tried  at  Sandwich. 

A.  H.  Clarke,  K.C.,  for  plaintiff  and  certain  defendants. 

D.  R.  Davis,  Amherstburg,  and  F.  H.  A.  Davis,  Amherst- 

burg,  for  the  other  defendants. 

Falconbridge,  C.J. : — The  defendant  Mary  Mathews 
has  not  established  her  claim  to  the  land  by  length  of  posses- 
sion. But  there  are  many  other  questions  involved,  and  these 
expensive  procec^dings  might  easily  have  been  avoided,  tiiere 
having  been  very  little  in  dispute  between  the  parties  when 
the  proceedings  were  initiated.     On  payment  by  plaintiff  to 
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defendant  Mary  Mathews  of  two-thirds  of  her  solicitor's  bill 
in  the  former  action  (as  per  agreement),  plaintiff  will  be 
entitled  to  go  on  with  the  proceedings  for  partition  in  the 
Master's  oflBce  as  from  the  27th  June,  1901,  when  the  Master 
made  his  report  or  memorandum.  Plaintiff  may  have  this 
bill  taxed  at  his  own  expense.    No  costs  of  this  action. 


OsLER,  J.A.  December  29th,  1902, 

C.    A.— CHAMBERS. 

BENTLEY  v.  MUEPHY. 

Leave  to  Appeal  —  Appeal  as  of  Right  on  One  Branch  —  Amount 

Involved— Divergence   of  Judicial   Opinion, 

Motion  by  plaintiffs  for  leave  to  appeal  from  order  of  a 
Divisional  Court  (ante  726)  varying  the  judgment  of  Brit- 
ton,  J.,  (ante  273).  The  result  of  the  order  of  the  Divi- 
sional Court  was  that  on  the  defendant  Craig's  appeal  the 
judgment  at  the  trial  was  reversed,  and  the  action  dismissed 
as  against  him  altogether,  and  that  on  the  plaintiffs'  appeal 
the  judgment  refusing  specific  performance  was  affirmed, 
though  on  a  different  ground  from  that  on  which  it  was  rested 
by  the  trial  Judge. 

L.  G.  McCarthy,  K.C.,  for  plaintiffs. 

J.  J.  Foy,  K.C.,  and  T.  Mulvey,  K.C.,  for  defendants. 

OsLER,  J.A. : — The  plaintiffs  need  no  leave  to  appeal 
from  the  order  of  the  Divisional  Court  on  the  defendant 
Craig^s  appeal,  and  varying  the  judgment  against  the  defen- 
dant Murphy,  and  this  being  so,  and  the  subject  matter  of 
the  action  being  a  piece  of  property  of  the  value  of  at  least 
$5,000,  and  considering  the  great  divergence  of  judicial 
opinion  in  respect  of  the  rights  of  the  parties,  and  ttie  way 
in  which  the  ultimate  judgment  has  been  arrived  at,  the 
plaintiffs  should  have  leave  to  appeal  from  the  order  dismiss- 
ing their  own  appeal  to  the  Divisional  Court  This  is  a 
stronger  case  for  granting  leave  than  was  made  in  Kidd  v. 
Harris,  3  0.  L.  B.  277.  Collateral  objections,  such  as  delay 
in  the  conduct  of  the  action,  are  irrelevant.  The  plaintiffs 
must  give  security  in  $400  for  the  costs  of  the  appeal.  Mo- 
tion to  quash  appeal  refused.  Costs  of  all  to  be  costs  in  the 
cause. 
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Britton,  J.  December  30th,  1902i 

TRIAL. 

GBOSSMAN  V.  CANADA  CYCLE  CO. 

Copyrtght— Newspaper  Jt*rinted  in  United  States— Copyright  tn  Eng- 
land^-Application  of    Imperial  Statutes — "  First  Publication,*' 

Action  for  damages  for  the  infringement  of  the  alleged 
copyright  of  plaintiffs  in  a  journal  called  the  "  Cycling 
Gazette,"  and  in  an  article  intituled  "  The  Boosters'  Club  ^ 
published  in  that  gazette.  The  article  was  written  for  plain- 
tiffs by  one  Charles  W.  Mears,  was  paid  for  by  them,  and  was 
published  by  them  at  Cleveland,  Ohio,  in  the  issue  of  the 
Cycling  Gazette  dated  18th  October,  1900.  On  the  first  page 
of  that  issue  was  printed  the  following  notice:  "  Copyright 
applied  for,  1900,  by  Emil  Grossman  and  Bro.  All  rights 
reserved."  The  plaintiffs  claimed  copyright,  and  alleged  that 
on  29th  August,  1901,  their  copyright  in  the  Cycling  Gazette 
-and  in  its  issue  of  18th  October,  1900,  and  in  the  article 
referred  to,  were  duly  registered  at  Stationers'  Hall,  pur- 
suant to  5  &  6  Vict.  ch.  45  (Imp.).  This  registration  was 
for  the  purpose  of  bringing  the  present  action,  as  required 
by  sec.  24  of  that  Act.  At  the  time  of  registration  the 
Cycling  Gazette  was  published  at  New  York.  The  defend-  . 
ants  published  the  article  in  question  on  the  23rd  March, 
1901,  at  Toronto,  in  a  paper  called  "  The  Assistant  Man- 
ager " — a  paper  not  issued  regularly,  but  only  to  the  trade 
and  to  agents  in  England.  The  defendants  denied  the 
registration  of  the  alleged  copyright,  denied  that  the  article 
was  subject  to  copyright  as  against  defendants,  and  said  that, 
as  plaintiffs  were  not  British  subjects,  and  as  they  resided 
outside  the  British  dominions,  the  Imperial  Act  did  not 
confer  any  copyright  upon  them.  They  further  said  that 
*'The  Assistant  Manager^'  was  issued  grati^  and  that  in 
good  faith  this  article  was  published  therein;  that  its  publi- 
cation ceased  in  the  spring  of  1901 ;  that  plaintiffs  sustained 
no  damage  by  defendants'  publication;  but,  to  cover  any 
technical  infringement,  and  without  admitting  any  liability, 
they  paid  $1  into  Court. 

C.  D.  Scott,  for  plaintiffs. 

E.  B.  Ryckman  and  C.  W.  Kerr,  for  defendants. 

Brtttox,  J.: — If  plaintiffs'  journal  comes  under  the 
definition  of  "  book  "  in  5  &  6  Vict.  ch.  45,  sec.  2,  the  plain- 
tiffs are  out  of  Court  because  of  the  enactment  of  7  Vict.  ch. 
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12,  sees.  19,  20,  which  restricts  copyright  in  any  book  first- 
published  outside  of  Her  Majesty's  dojiinions  to  such  right 
as  a  person  may  have  become  entitled  to  under  the  last  men- 
tioned Act.  The  plaintiffs  have  brought  their  action  on  th6 
assumption  that  7  Vict.  ch.  12  does  not  apply,  and  they  seek 
to  recover  under  5  &  6  Vict.  ch.  45.  The  "  Cycling  Gazette  '* 
is  within  the  wording  of  sees.  18  ajid  19  of  the  last  men- 
tioned Act.  Section  24  does  not  apply  to  cases  within  sees. 
18  and  19,  so  any  objection  to  form  or  particulars  of  regis- 
tration at  Stationers'  Hall  is  not  open  to  defendants:  May- 
hew  V.  Maxwell,  1  J.  &  H.  312 ;  Cox  v.  L.  &  W.  Co.,  L.  R.  9 
Eq.  324.  If  sec.  24  does  not  apply  to  cases  within  sees.  18 
and  19,  then  sec.  16  does  not,  so  the  statement  of  defence  is 
sufficient  to  let  in  any  matter  of  defence  disclosed  by  the 
evidence:  Coote  v.  Judd,  23  Ch.  D.  727.  To  entitle  plain- 
tiffs to  British  copyright,  there  must  be  "  first  publication  " 
of  the  paper  containing  the  article  in  question,  in  the  United 
Kingdom.  This  plaintiffs  have  failed  to  establish.  It  is  not 
in  dispute  that  the  plaintiffs'  paper  containing  the  article  in 
question  was  actually  printed  and  published  in  Cleveland, 
Ohio,  on  the  18th  October,  1900.  The  only  publication  by 
plaintiffs  in  the  United  Kingdom  was  by  posting  numbers  tO' 
subscribers  in  England,  and  particularly  by  posting  to  the 
plaintiffs'  agent  in  London,  England.  Even  if  it  be  assumed 
that  persons  in  England  received  the  paper  in  due  course  of 
post,  subscribers  in  the  United  States  would  be  in  possession 
of  their  copies  days  in  advance.  This  is  not  a  question  of 
how  far,  as  a  matter  of  contract  or  for  any  purpose,  the  post 
office  department  of  one  country  can  be  considered  the  agent 
for  persons  In  another  country  to  whom  papers  are  addressed; 
it  is  purely  a  question  of  "first  publication  in  England,"  or 
at  least  simultaneous  publication  in  England  and  the  United 
States.  A  f^aper  printed  and  published  in  the  United  States 
and  posted  there  to  subscribers  both  in  that  country  and  in 
England  cannot  be  held  to  be  first  published  in  England. 

Judgment  for  defendants. 


Palconbridge,  C.J.  December  30th,  1902. 

TRIAL. 

CHEVALIER  v.  TREPANNIER. 

Title  to  Land — Declaration  —  Pleading  —  Possession  —  Statute  of 
Limitations— Tenancy  by  the  Curtesy  —  Devolution  of  Estates 
Act— Improvements, 

Action  by  the  purchaser  of  the*  interests   of   six   of  the 
eleven  children  of  a  deceased  intestate,  owner  of  certain  lands 
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in  the  township  of  Tilbury  Norths  for  a  declaration  that 
plaintiff  is  entitled  toipoBsession  of  the  lands  in  common  with 
other  persons  entitled^  and  for  mesne  profits.  Defendant, 
husband  of  deceased  intestate  owner^  aUeged  that  he  took 
possession  of  the  land  in  1856,  and  shortly  after  his  marriage 
to  deceased,  when  it  was  wild  land,  and  improved  it  perman- 
ently, and  that  he  (being  an  illiterate  man)  had  the  inden- 
ture under  which  plaintiff  claims  explained  to  the  effect  that 
he  (defendant)  was  to  be  the  grantee  thereunder,  and  that 
he  bias  always  so  believed,  until  recently.  Defendant  claimed 
at  all  events  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  but  if  otherwise  deter- 
mined then  a  lien  on  the  lands  to  the  extent  that  the  value 
thereof  has  been  enhanced  by  his  improvements. 

A.  H.  Clarke,  E.C.,  for  plaintiff. 

Solomon  White,  Windsor,  for  defendant. 

Falconbridge,  C.J.: — The  defendant  has  not  pleaded 
the  Beal  Property  Limitation  Act,  and  should  not  now  be 
allowed  to  do  so,  even  if  it  could  avail  him,  against  his  de- 
ceased wife  and  his  children,  one  of  whom  only  became  of 
age  in  1899.  He  did  not  elect  under  the  Devolution  of  Es- 
tates Act,  sec.  4  (3),  within  six  months  after  his  wife's  deaths 
to  take  an  interest  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  and  so  he  is 
bound  to  take  his  distributive  share.  Defendant's  claim  for 
improvements  may  properly  come  to  be  considered  when 
partition  is  sought  by  any  of  the  persons  entitled.  This  ac- 
tion is  now  practically  one  for  the  declaration  of  the  rights 
of  the  parties  thereto  as  between  themselves,  and  as  plaintiff, 
by  his  statement  of  claim  and  the  prayer  thereof,  rcognized 
no  right  at  all  of  defendant,  and  as  defendant  claimed  the 
whole  property,  it  is  not  a  case  for  costs.  Defendant  will  be 
declared  to  be  as  against  plaintiff  entitled  under  sec.  5  of  the 
Devolution  of  Estates  Act  to  one-third  of  the  property.  The 
children  are  entitled  to  the  remaining  two-thirds,  and  plain- 
tiff claims  to  be  entitled  to  eight  shares  out  of  eleven,  or 
eight-elevenths  of  the  residue,  but  there  can  be  no  declaration 
as  to  this  except  as  between  plaintiff  and  defendant,  because 
the  persons  whose  interests  plaintiff  says  he  has  acquired  and 
the  other  heirs  are  not  parties.  By  sec.  13  of  the  Act,  the 
real  estate  seems  to  have  been  vested  in  the  heirs  of  defend- 
ant's wife  since  December,  1892,  being  twelve  months  after 
the  death  of  the  intestate. 
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Meredith,  J.  December  31st,  1902. 

chambers. 

Be  page. 

WUlr-Construotion—Fund  for  Payment  of  Debts,  Funeral,  and  Tee- 

tamentary  Expenses — Speci/lo  Legacies, 

Motion  by  executors  of  will  of  James  Page,  under  Bule 
938,  for  an  order  determining  out  of  what  fund  mentioned 
in  the  will  should  be  paid  the  debts,  fimeral,  testamentary, 
and  other  expenses  connected  with  the  administration  of  the 
estate  of  the  testator  and  incidental  thereto.  The  proper 
determination  of  the  question  raised  depended  upon  whether 
the  gifts  comprised  in  the  9th  clause  of  the  will  were  specific. 
It  was  admitted  that  the  other  gifts  were  specific,  and  that 
those  of  personalty  exhausted  the  whole  of  tiiat  part  of  the 
estate.  Clause  9  was  in  part  as  follows:  ^^I  give,  devise, 
and  bequeath  unto  my  executors  hereinafter  named  all  the 
rest  and  residue  of  my  real  estate  upon  trust  to  permit  my 
said  wife  to  collect,  use,  and  enjoy  the  rents  arising  there- 
from for  her  own  use  for  the  period  of  one  year  from  my 
decease,  and  until  sales  thereof  shall  be  made  as  hereinafter 
specified,  and  at  the  expiration  of  one  year  from  my  decease 
or  at  the  death  of  my  wife,  whichever  event  shall  first  hap- 
pen, upon  the  further  trust  to  sell  and  absolutely  dispose  of 
'  the  same  as  soon  as  a  fair  price  .  .  .  can  be  obtained 
therefor,  and  out  of  the  proceeds  thereof  I  give  and  bequeath 
the  following  sums  which  I  direct  my  executors  ...  to 
pay  over  in  the  order  in  which  the  same  are  hereinafter 
named  to  the  following  institutions  or  charities.  .  .  . 
After  payment  of  said  sums  ...  I  give  and  bequeath 
the  balance  remaining  out  of  the  proceeds  of  said  sales  .  .  . 
to  be  equally  divided  among  .  .  .  the  children  of  my 
sister/' 

W.  T.  Evans,  Hamilton,  for  executors  and  widow. 

F.  W.  Harcourt,  for  infants. 

E.  P.  Lazier,  Hamilton,  for  Methodist  societies  interested 
under  the  will. 

George  S.  Kerr,  Hamilton,  for  other  charities. 

W.  A.  Logie,  Hamilton,  for  other  legatees. 

Meredith,  J.: — All  gifts  of  real  estate,  including  a 
residue,  are  necessarily  specific;  but  in  this  case  the  land  is 
not  given  to  the  beneficiaries,  but  to  the  executors  to  be  sold 
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by  them,  and  it  is  only  out  of  the  proceeds  that  certain  legiH 
cies  are  to  be  paid,  etc.  These  gifts  are  not  specific.  Page 
V.  Leapingwell,  18  Ves.  463,  and  cases  following  it,  distin- 
guished. The  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses 
should  be  paid  out  of  the  residue  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
of  the  lands  provided  for  in  clause  9,  which  is  really  the 
residue  of  the  testator's  whole  estate.  The  cases  do  not  re- 
quire that  these  debts  and  expenses  shall  be  considered,  in 
all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  as  charged  upon  and  pay- 
able out  of  all  the  real  estate  given  to  the  executors :  Bailey  v. 
Bailey,  12  Ch.  D.  268;  In  re  Tanqueray- Williams  and  Lan- 
dau, 20  Ch.  D.  476.  The  testator's  intentions  to  be  gathered 
from  the  whole  will  are  in  accord  with  these  conclusions. 
The  declaration  affects  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary 
expenses  only,  not  any  expenses  of  the  execution  of  the  trusts 
of  the  will  not  comprised  in  the  term  "  debts  and  funeral  and 
testamentary  expenses."  Costs  of  all  parties,  those  of  the 
executors  as  between  solicitor  and  client,  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
same  residue. 
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All  the  cases  reported  in  Volume  I.  of  The  Ontario  Weekly  Reporter,   from  the  let 
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ABANDONMENT. 

See  Assessment  and  Taxes.  I— Parlia- 
mentary Elections,  6— Trade  Mark, 
2. 

ACCIDENT. 

See  Contract,  20. 

ACCIDENT   INSURANCE. 
tSee  Insurance,  1. 

ACCOUNT. 

Items — Chattel  Mortgage:  Pennington  v. 
Hon&inger,  270. 

See  Interest— Landlord  and  Tenant,  3— 
Mortgage,  8 — Particulars — Partner- 
ship, 4  —  Pleading,  10  —  Specific 
Performance,  5. 

ACQUIESCENCE. 

See  Landlord  and  Tenant,  5 — Partiticm, 
2. 

ACQUITTAL. 

See  Malicious  Arrest  and  Prostxiution, 
2. 

ACTION. 

1.  Consolidation  of  Actions  —  Stay  of 

Proceedings  —  Parties  —  Jury  No- 
tice:    Murphy  v.  Brodie,  429,  681. 

2.  Discontinuance    —    Counterclaim    — 

Cause  of  Action — Jurisdiction:  Dom- 
inion Burglary  Guarantee  Co.  v. 
Wood,  3  O.  L.  R.  365. 

3.  Dismissal  of —  Ordei^Undertaking — 

Default:  Crown  Corundum  and  Mica 
Co.  y.  Logan,  107,  174;  3  O.  L.  R. 
434. 
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See  Discovery— Limitation  of  Actions — 
Lis  Pendens — Mechanics*  Liens,  1 
—  Mortgage,  1-5  —  Parties  —  Res 
Judicata— Solicitor,  1. 

ADEMPTION. 
See  Will,  37. 

ADMINISTRATION. 

Claims  of  Creditors— Promissory  Note — 
Interest — Corroboration  —  Open  Ac- 
count —  Statute  of  Limitations  — 
Work  and  Labour  —  Release  of 
Claim:    Halliday  v.  Rutherford,  816. 

See  Executors  and  Administrators,  2. 

ADMINISTRATION  ORDER. 

Summary  Application  for— Insolvent  Es- 
tate—Creditors —  Conduct  of  Pro- 
ceedings-Discretion of  Court:  Re 
Yocom,  Honsinger  v.  Hopkins,  85. 

See  Executors  and  Administrators,  7. 
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ADMINISTRATOR. 
Sec  Executors  and  Administrators. 

ADMINISTRATOR  AD  LITEM. 

Appointment  of— Rules  194,  195,  196: 
Fairfield  v.  Ross,  631;  4  O.  L.  R. 
534. 

See  Judgment, -3. 

ADMINISTRATOR  PENDENTE 

LITE. 

See  Will,  1. 

ADMISSIONS. 

See  Discovery,  2— Executors  and  Ad- 
ministrators, 9. 
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ADVERTISEMENT— APPEAL  TO  COURT  OF  APPEAL. 


ADVERTISEMENT. 
See  Will,  28. 

AFFIDAVITS. 

Sec  DiBCovery— Judgment,  7 — Munici- 
pal Elections,  1  6— Parliamentary 
Elections,  4,  6— JParties,  3. 

AGENT. 
See  Principal  and  Agent. 

AGREEMENT. 
See  Contract. 

ALIMONY. 

See  Infant,  4. 

AMENDMENT. 

See  Discovery,  6— Infant,  6 — Judg- 
ment, 1,  3— Municipal  Elections,  2 
— Parliamentary  Elections,  1,  15  — 
Pleading,  6,  8,  9.  11  —  Railways, 
10 — Specific  Performance,  1,  9. 


See  Pledge. 


ANIMALS. 


ANNUITY. 


See  Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency,  1  — 
Executors  and  Administrators,  5 — 
Pleading,  1— Will.  10,  20. 

APPEAL  TO  COUNTY  COURT 
JUDGE. 

See  Assessment  and  Taxes,  1. 

APPEAL  TO  COURT  OF  APPEAL. 

1.  Extension   of  Time  —  Laches— Secur- 

ity:   Brown  v.  McGregor,  398. 

2.  Leave  to  Adduce  Further  Evidence  : 

Dodge  V.  Smith,  803. 

3.  Leave    to    Appeal:  Rothschild  v.  Sil- 

verman, 38:  Hutton  V.  Justin,  64; 
Wiodoman  v.  Guittard,  110;  Ro  Em- 
ployers' Liability  Corporation  and 
Excelsior  Life  Ins.  Co.,  192;  Evans 
V.  Evans,  233;  Larose  v.  Ottawa 
Trust  and  Deposit  Co.,  309;  McClure 
V.  Township  of  Brooke,  Bryce  v. 
Township  of  Brooke,  324;  4  O.  L.  R. 
102;  Moiiison  v.  Grand  Trunk  R. 
W.  Co.,  329;  People's  Building  and 
Loan  Association  v.  Stanley,  399;  4 
O.  L.  R.  90;  Davis  v.  Hord.  471; 
Middleton  v.  Scott,  632;  McAvity 
T.  Morrison,  G32;  Pegg  v.  Hamilton, 
t533;  Minerva  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Roche, 
722;  Bain  v.  Copp,  804. 


4.  Leave  to  Appeal— Appeal  as  of  Bight 

on  One  Branch — ^Amount  Inyolvcd^ 
Divergence  of  Judicial  Opinion : 
Bentloy  v.  Murphy,  M5. 

5.  Leave     to     Appeal — ^Attachment     of 

Debts — Small  Amount  involved  : 
McDonald  v.  Sullivan,  840. 

6.  Leave  to  Appeal — Difficult  Construc- 

tion of  Statute — Matter  of  Public 
Interest:  Re  Cart  Wright  School 
Trustees  and  Township  of  Cart- 
wright,  477:  4  O.  L.  R.  278;  Hunter 
V.  Boyd,  79. 

7.  Leave  ta  Appeal — Important  Question 

of  Law — Uonstmction  of  Statute- 
Small  Amount  in  Controversy:.  Ma- 
son V.  Lindsay,  583. 

8.  Leave  to  Appeal — Question  of  Costs 

— Conflict  of  Decisions — Statutes  : 
Ottawa  Gas  Co.  v.  City  of  Ottawa, 
697. 

9.  Leave   to   Appeal— Question   of   Sub- 

stance —  Joinder  of  Plaintiffs  and 
Causes  of  Action:  Hinds  v.  Town  of 
Barrie,  775. 

10.  Leave  to  Appeal — Special  Circum- 
stances— Dispensing  with  Security: 
Kidd  V.  Harris,  141;  3  O.  L.  R.  277. 

11.  Leave  to  Appeal— Special  Circum- 
stances— Order  relating  to  Discov- 
ery:    McKenzie  v.  McLaughlin,  80. 


12.  Leave  to  Issue  Execution  Pending 
Appeal  —  Special  Circumstances  : 
Centaur  Cycle  Co.  v.  Hill,  377,  401; 
4  O.  L.  R.  92. 

13.  Motion  to  Quash  Appeal  of  Third 
Party  against  Plaintiff  —  Useless 
Proceeding:  Gaby  v.  City  of  To- 
ronto, 636. 

14.  Reversal  of  Judgment  on  Questions 
of  Fact:  Lewis  v.  Dempster,  6U2. 

15.  Right  of  Appeal — Order  under  On- 
tario Winding-up  Act — ^Final  Order 
—Settlement  of  Appeal  Case:  Re 
Equitable  Savings,  Loan,  and  Build- 
ing Assn.,  571;  4  O.  L  R.  479. 

16.  Right  of  Appeal— Order  of  Judge  of 
Appeal  —  "  Court  Appealed  to  or 
Judge  Thereof:"  Centaur  Cycle  Co. 
V.  Hill,  401;  4  O.  L.  R.  92, 

17.  Right  of  Appeal— Surrogate  Court 
Case— Divisional  Court— Second  Ap- 
peal:   Haynes  v.  Edmonds,  340. 


5     APPEAL  TO  DIVISIONAL  COURT— ARBITRATION  AND  AWARD.     6 


18.  Security  for  Costs— Joint  Appeal  of 
Two  Parties  —  Security  by  One  — 
Payment  into  Court  —  Abandon- 
ment of  Appeal — Motion  for  Pay- 
ment out — Costs— Set-off — Increased 
Security  —  Limitation  of  Amount: 
Centaur  Cycle  Co.  v.  Hill,  639;  4 
O.  L.  R.  4»3. 

19.  Settling  Appeal  Case — Evidence  on 
Various  Issues  —  Ccmstruction  of 
Contract  —  Limited  Appeal:  Cify  of 
Hamilton  y.  Kramer-Irwin  Kock 
Asphalt,  etc.,  Co.,  111. 

20.  Stay  of  Reference  pending  Appeal 
from  Judgment  Directing  Refer- 
ence: Monro  v.  Toronto  R.  W.  Co., 
813. 

See  Bail— Costs,  2,  17— Execution,  2. 

APPEAL  TO  DIVISIONAL  COURT. 

1.  From  Counfy  Court  —  Interlocutory 

Order  —  Examination  of  Judgment 
Debtor  and  Transferee:  Re  Gault  v. 
Carpenter,  404. 

2.  From    County    Court — Right   of   Ap- 

peal— New  Trial:  Leishman  v.  Gar- 
land, 22;  3  O.  L.  R.  241. 

3.  From  Surrogate  Court— Notice  of  Ap- 

peal— Bond  —  Erroneous  Recitals  — 
"  Court  of  Appeal :"  Taylor  v.  De- 
laney,  208;  3  O.  L.  R.  380. 

4.  Reversal  of  Order  of  Judgj  an  Ap- 

peal from  Report — Further  Appeal: 
Pennington   v.   Hosinger,  270. 

5.  Setting    down — Christmas    Vacation: 

Hislop  V.  Joss,  9. 

APPEAL  TO   HIGH   COURT. 

From  Ruling  of  Master  in  Ordinary — 
Forum— -Weekly  Court  or  Divisional 
Court — Matter  of  Practice:  Monro 
V.  Toronto  R.  W.  Co.,  813. 

APPEAL  TO  JUDGE  OF  COURT  OF 

APPEAL. 

See  Parliamentary  Elections,  14. 

APPEAL  TO  JUDGE  OF  HIGH 
COURT. 

Right  of  Appeal — Order  of  County  Canrt 
Judge  Quashing  Quo  Warranto  Pro- 
ceedings— Power  to  make  order: 
Rex  ex  rel.  McFarlane  v.  Coulter, 
636;  4  O.  L.  R.  520. 

APPEAL   TO    SESSIONS. 
See  Certiorari. 


APPEAL  TO  SUPREME  COURT  OF 

CANADA. 

1.  Leave  to  Appeal:  McLaughlin  v.  Lake 

Erie  and  Detroit  River  R.  W.  Oa, 
428. 

2.  Right  of  Appeal — ^Amount  in  Contro- 

versy— Leave   ex   Cautela:    Frankcl* 
V.    Grand   Trunk    R.   W.   Co.,   339, 
396;  3  O.  L.  R.  703. 

3.  Time— Extension  of— Grounds  for  Al- 

lowing—Negotiations for  Settlement 
— Special  Circumstances— Bona  Fide 
Intention  to  Appeal:  iSmith  v.  Hunt. 
798. 

APPEARANCE. 

Limited  Appearance  —  Submission  to 
Judgment  —  Irregularity  —  Motion 
for  Judgment:  Padget  v.  Padget, 
160. 

See  Partnership,  5— Writ  of  Summons, 
4. 

APPURTENANCES. 
See  Title  to  Land,  1. 

ARBITRATION  ACT. 
See  Referees. 

ARBITRATION   AND   AWARD. 

1.  Clerical   Error   in   Award— Reference 

back  —  Arbitration  Act-  of  Ontario 
— Railway  Act  of  Canada:  Re  Mc- 
Alpine  and  Lake  Erie  and  Detroit 
River  R.  W.  Co.,  100;  3  O.  L.  R. 
230. 

2.  Insurance  Policy — Submission  to  Two 

Arbitrators  —  Appointment  of  Sole 
Arbitratoi^Summary  Proceeding — 
Discretion:  Re  Employers'  Liability 
Assurance  Corporation  and  Excel- 
sior Life  Ins.  Ca,  87;  3  O.  L.  R.  93. 

3.  Municipal    Corporation — Purchase    of 

Property— Voluntary  Submission  — 
Construction  of  Agreement— "Works 
and  Property  "  —  **  Franchises  and 
Goodwill  "  —  Statutes  —  Ejusdem 
Generis  Rule:  Re  City  of  Kmgstou 
and  Kingston  Light,  Heat,  and 
Power  Co.,  194;  3  O.  L.  R.  637. 

4.  Municipal    Corporations  —  Railway  — 

Appeal  from  Award — Costs — Clos- 
ing of  street :  Re  Medler  and  City 
of  Toronto,  545. 

5.  Taking  down  Evidence  —  Objection  — 

Findings  of  Arbitrators — Errors — 
Setting  aside  Award— Costs— Un- 
certainty as  to:  Re  Grimshaw  nn*! 
Grimshaw,  744. 


ARCHITECT— ATTACHMENT  OF  DEBTS. 


See  Contract,  9  —  Costs,  4  —  Insurance, 
13— vLandlord  and  Tenant,  4,  6.  10— 
Partition,  2— Schools,  3,  4.  5. 

AKCHITBCT. 
See  Contract,  7. 

ARREST. 

1.  Intent  to  Quit  Ontario — Intent  to  De- 

fraud— Foreigner:  Henry  v.  Ward, 
222. 

2.  Motion   to   Set  aside   ex  Parte  Order 

for  Ca.  Sa.— Concurrent  Writ— Ap- 
peal— Discretion  —  Expiry  of  Origi- 
nal Writ — Invalid  Arrest — Applica- 
tion for  New  Writ — Concealment  of 
Facts:  Merchants  Bank  of  Canada 
V.  Sussex,  572,  584;  4  O.  L.  K.  524. 

ASSESSMENT  AND  TAXES. 

i.  Distress — "  Owner  " — ^Agreement  for 
l*urchase — Part  Performance— Ijocal 
Improvement  '  Rates — Abandonment 
of  Distress:  Sawers  v.  ('ity  of  To- 
ronto, G56 ;  4  O.  L.  R.  624. 

2.  Equalization  of  Assessments — Appeal 

— County  Judge — Delivery  of  Judg- 
ment— Time  —  Statute  —  Imperative* 
or  Directory:  Re  Township  of  Not- 
tawasaga  and  County  of  Simcoe, 
278;  4  O.  L.  R.  1. 

3.  Exemptions — Trustees  —  Income  :    Re 

McMaster  Estate,  98. 

4.  Ix>cal    Improvements — Petition    for  — 

Majority  of  Owners — Value  of  Real 
Property  —  Buildings  —  Lands  — 
Property  of  Municipality:  Macdon- 
ell  V.  City  of  Toronto,  433;  4  O.  L. 
R.  315. 

5.  Local  Improvement  Rates — Charge?  on 

Land — Distress  —  Invalid  By-law — 
A'alidatinp  Statute — Frontage  Tax — 
Special  Rate:  McDonell  v.  City  of 
Toronto,  494. 

6.  I-.ocal    Improvement    Rates — Sidewalk 

— Lessee  of  Land  from  Crown — 
Dedication  of  Piivate  Way  as  Pub- 
lic Highway:  Re  Leach  and  City  of 
Toronto.  (Mil;  4  O.  L.  R.  614. 

7.  *'  Owner  " — Agreement  to  Purchase — 

Possession — Lease — Estoppel :  Lloyd 
V.  Walker,  383;  4  O.  L.  R.  112. 

8.  Personal   Property — Choses   in  Action 

— Property  not  Already  Assessed — 
Court  of  Revision:  Re  Nasmith  and 
City  of  Toronto,  238. 


9.  Personal  Property  —  Exemptions  — 
Trustees  —  Ncm-resident  Beneficiar- 

ies—Income of  Trust  Estate:  Ke 
Macpherson  and  City  of  Toronto. 
Re  Hamilton  and  City  of  Toronto, 
234. 

10.  Personal  Property  Owned  out  of 
Province  —  Exemptions  —  Cash  in 
Banks— Trustees;  Re  Leadley  and 
City  of  Toronto,  239. 

11.  Sale  for  Taxes — Description  of  Land 
— Sufficiency  of — Possession— Rights 
of  Entry:  McLellan  v.  Hooey,  215, 
707. 

12.  Street  Railway— Trolley  Car»— Resil 

Estate:  Re  Toronto  R.  W.  Co.  anJ 
City  of  Toronto.  441. 

13.  Tax  Sale— Action  to  Set  aside— Prior 
Tax  Sale— Purchase  by  Municipality 
— Lien  —  Redemption  —  Costs  —  In- 
terest: Hime  v.  Town  of  Toronto 
Junction,   740. 

14.  Tax  Sale — Existence  of  Arrears- 
Assessment  Act,  1892:  Ruttan  v. 
Burk,  560. 

15.  Tax  Sale  —  Validity  —  Uncertainty 
as  to  Land — Irregularities — Statute 
Curing  —  Advertisement :  MacLellan 
v.  Hooey,  215,  707. 

10.  Valuation  of  Property  —  Electric 
Companies— Rails,  Poles,  Wires- 
Wards  —  Franchise  —  Statutes:  Re 
City  of  Toronto  Assessment  Appeal, 
2IJ1;  3  O.  L.  R.  620. 

17.  Valuation  of  Property — Gas  Pipes- 
Natural  Gas  Company:  Re  United 
Gas  and  Oil  Co.  of  Ontario  and 
Township  of  Colchester  South,  G42. 

See  Landlord  and  Tenant.  1 — Limita- 
tion of  Actions — Municipal  Corpor- 
ations,   2,    21— Parties,    10 — Survey. 

ASSIGNMENT    OF    CHOSE    IN    AC- 
TION. 

See  Chose  in  Action. 

ASSIGNMENTS       AND       PREFER- 
ENCES. 

See  Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency. 

ATTACHMENT  OF  DEBTS. 

1.  Division  Court  —  Cheque  —  Payment 
Stopped— Garnishee  —  Payment  into 
Court:  Wilder  v.  Wolf,  481;  4  O. 
L.  R.  451. 
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ATTACHMENT  OF  GOODS-BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE.  ETC. 
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2.  Kent— To  whom  due — ^Heirs  of  De- 
ceased Landlord — Executors  —  De- 
ycUution  of  Estates  Act:  Reilly  v. 
McDonald,  721,  723;  McDonald  v. 
Sullivan,  784.  S40. 

See    Bankruptcy    and    Insolvency.    5— 
Division  Courts,  8— Pleading.  11. 

ATTACHMENT  OF  GOODS. 

Seizure— Interest  of  Partner  in  Grain — 
Possession:  Clemens  v.  Bartlett,  342. 

ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

See  Malicious  Arrest  and  Prosecution, 
2. 

AWARD. 

See  Arbitration   and  Award. 

BAIIi/ 

jpowers  of  Judge  of  Court  of  Appeal- 
Pending  Appeal  —  Extradition:  Re 
Watts,  133 ;  3  O.  L.  R.  27^. 

See  Criminal  Law,  6. 

BAILMENT. 

Warehouseman  —  Negligence  —  Loss  by 
Heating  of  Goods  Stored — Measure  of 
Damages:  Dunn  v.  Prescott  Eleva- 
tor Co.,  75,  404;  4  O.  L.  R.  103. 

See  Pledge— Railways.  2. 

BALLOTS. 

See    Municipal    Elections,    6  — Parlia- 
mentary Elections.  9-14. 

BANKRUPTCY  AND  INSOLVENCY. 

1.  Assignment  for  Creditors  —  Right  to 

Rank  on  Estate— Annuity— Growing 
Payments— Contingent  Debts:  Cars- 
well  v.  Langley,  107;  3  O.  L.  R.  261. 

( 

2.  Mortgage  by  Insolvent  Wife  to  Hus- 

band —  Preference  —  Presumption 
—Rebuttal:    McNeil  V,  Dawson,  24. 

3.  Preference  —  Chattel  Mortgage— At- 

tack on  —  Time — Presumption — Sat- 
isfaction of  Onus— Good  Faith— No- 
tice— Knowledge:  Keenan  v.  Rich- 
ardson, 333. 

4.  Preference  —  Transfer  by  Insolvent 

Debtor — Attacking  —  Time  —  Divi- 
sion Court — ^Attachment  of  Debts — 
Collateral  Inquiry — Pressure:  Mor- 
phy  V.  Colwell,  146;  3  O.  L.  R.  314. 


5.  Preference — Assignee  for  Creditors — 

B'urther  Directions  :  Law  Society  of 
Upper  Canada  v.  Hutchison,  558. 

6.  Preference— Payment      in      Ordinary 

Course  of  Business— Power  of  At- 
torney: Goulet  V.  Greening.  550. 

7.  Sale  of  Estate  by  Assignee  for  Credi- 

tors— Covenant  of  Purchaser  to  Pay 
Creditors  —  Enforcement  —  Privity 
—Trust:  Dominion  Radiator  Co.  v. 
Bull,  672. 

See  Administration  Order- Contract, 
19— Division  Courts,  6— Execution, 
4 — Executors  and  Administrators, 
7  —  Fraudulent  Conveyance  —  In- 
surance, 11 — Landlord  and  Tenant, 
9. 

BANKS  AND  BANKING. 

See  Bills  of  Exchange  and  Promissory 
Notes,  5 — Qhose  in  Action  —  Dis- 
covery, 3 — Gift,  1  —  Lunatic — Ma- 
licious Arrest  and  Prosecution,  3. 

BAWDY  HOUSE. 

See  Criminal  Law,  7. 

BBNEFI']^  SOCIETY. 

Pension — Vested  Right — Alteration  in 
Rules— Validity  of  :  Armstrong  v. 
Toronto  Police  Benefit  Fund,  829. 

See  Insurance,  2,  16. 

BETTING. 

See  Criminal  Law,  4. 

BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE  AND  PRO- 
MISSORY   NOTES. 

1.  Agreement  not  to  Negotiate — Notice: 

Murray  v.  Wurtele,  298. 

2.  Holder  in  Due  Course— Effect  of  In- 

dorsement— Evidence:  Wiodeman  v. 
Guittard,  110. 

3.  Notice  of  Dishonour— Sufflcirncy  of— 

Husband  and  Wife — Agem-y:  Coun- 
sell  V.  Livingston,  444;  4  O.  L.  R. 
340. 

4.  Notice  of  Dishonour — Presentment  — 

Demand  Prior  to  Action — Power  of 
Attorney:  Patriarchc  v.  Krammer- 
er,  425. 

5.  Notice  of  Specific  Purpose — Collateral 

Security  —  Bank  —  Consideration  — 
Holder  in  Due  Course— ^"Negotiate:" 
Ontario  Bank  v.  Poole,  20,  832. 
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BILLS  OF  SALE— CHATTEL  MORTGAGES. 
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6.  Oral      Ag:reement      ContemporaneouB 

with  Note — Evidence  of — Gonbldera- 
tion — Contradictor:^  Written  Docu- 
ments —  New  Trial — Objection  to 
Evidence  not  Taken  at  Trial— Dis- 
cretion of  Court:  Conley  v.  Ashley, 
704. 

7.  Power    of    Agent    for    Collection    to 

Compromise— Striking  out  Claim  for 
Wages:  Guenot  v.  Girardot,  638. 

8.  Ratification    of    Forgery— Notice — No 

Repudiation  —  Estoppel  :  Dominion 
Bank  V.  Ewing,  654. 

See  Administration — Contract,  3  —  Di- 
vision Courts,  1,  5 — Evidence,  3 — 
Limitation  of  Actions,  2— Mort- 
gage, 1 — Partnership,  1. 

BILLS  OF  SALE  AND  CHATTEL 
MORT(L\GES. 

1.  Chattel  Mortgage  —  Prior  Agreement 

for  —  Fatal  Defect  in  Mortgage: 
Fisher  v.  Bradshaw,  282;  4  O.  L.  R. 
162. 

2.  Chattel    Mortgage — Renewal— Change 

of   Possession— Parent    and    Child— 
'       Execution     Creditor:     Goodyear  v. 
Goodyear,  405. 

3.  Chattel   Mortgage — Seizure   under  — 

Breach  of  Trust— Damages:  Watts 
V.  Sale,  681. 

4.  Chattel  Mortgjvge— Seizure  under  with- 

out Default— Possession  of  Goods 
till  Default— Absence  of  Re-demise 
Clause  —  Collateral  Security— Cove- 
nant to  keep  up  Stock — Arrears — 
Interest— Issue  of  Writ  of  Sum- 
mons—  Condition  against  Selling- 
Damages:  Stevens  v.  Daly,  621. 

See  Account  —  Bankruptcy   and    Insol- 
vency, 3— County  Courts,  2— IMedge. 

BOARD  OF  HEALTH. 
See  Public  Health. 

BOND. 

See  Executors  and  Administrators,  2 — 
Railways,  1— Street  Railways,  5. 

BONUS. 
See  Muoicipal  Corporations,  1. 

BOUNDARIES. 
See  Schools-,  3— Trespass,  2— Way,  1(». 

BRIBERY. 
See  Parliamentary  Elections,  7. 


BRIDGE. 

See  Municipal  Corporations,  24— Way, 
ci,  12. 

BROKER. 

See  Contract,'  5. 

BUILDING  CONTRACT. 

See  Contract,  6.  7,  8,  9. 

BUILDING  SOCIETY. 

Shares— Advance,  on  —  Trust— Notice  — 
Mortgages  -^  Consolidation  —  Evi- 
dence— Examination  for  Discoverv: 
Birkbeck  Loan  Co.  v.  Johnston. 
163;  3  O.  L.  R.  497. 

BY-LAWS. 

See  Assessment  and  Taxes,  5— Com- 
?^'l?'  2  —  Municipal  Corporations, 
1-12,  16,  17,  19-Parties,  7-Sur- 
vey— Way,  17. 

CALLS. 
See  Company,  7. 

I      CAPIAS. 

See  Arrest,  2. 

CARRIERS. 
See  Railways. 

CAUSE  OF  ACTION. 

See  Action,  2— Appeal  to  Court  of  Ap- 
peal, 9  —  Municipal  Corporations, 
18— Parties,  2,  4— Writ  of  Sum- 
mons, 4. 

CERTIORARI. 

Motion  for — Previous  Appeal  to  Sessions 
—Dismissal  on  Preliminary  Objec- 
tion: Brothers  v.  Alford,  31. 

See  Landlord  and  Tenant,  8— Munici- 
pal Corporations,  9. 

CHARGE    ON    LAND. 

See  Will,  40. 

CHAjRTERPARTY. 

See  Ship,  1. 

CHATTEL  MORTGAGES. 

See  BiUs  of  Sale  and  Chattel  Mort- 
gages. 
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CHEQUE-CONSOLIDATION  OF  ACTIONS. 


14 


CHEQUE. 

See  Attachment  of  Debts. 

CHOSE  IN  ACTION. 

Assignment  of  Notice  of  —  Partnership 
—Interest  of  Partner— Sheriflf—Bx- 
ecution — Banks:  Kennie  v.  Quebec 
Bank,  286;  3  O.  L.  R.  541. 

See    Assessment    and    Taxes,    8— Con- 
tract. 17— Will,  2S. 

CHURCH. 

Trustees — ^Allatment  of  Pews*  —  Rent- 
Punishment  of  Persons  Disturbing 
Public  Worship:  Carleton  Place 
Methodist  Church  Trustees  v.  Keyes, 
10;  3  O.  L.  R.  165. 

See  Will.  21,  33. 

CLERK  OF  THE  PEACE. 

<See    Malicious    Arrest    and    Prosecu- 
tion, 2. 

COLLATERAL   SECURITIES. 

See   Bills   of   Sale   and   Chattel    Mort- 
gages, 4— Deed,  1 — Railways,  1. 

COMMISSION.  . 

See-  Master  and  Seryant,  1 — Principal 
and  Agent,  1,  4— Solicitor,  3. 

COMPANY, 

1.  EJlectric   Light   Company — Nuisance — 

Vibration  —  Injuncticm  —  Damages: 
Hopkin  v.  Hamilton  Electric  Light 
and  Cataract  Power  Co.,  486;  4  O. 
L.  R.  258. 

2.  Hiring  of  Manager— By-law— Contract 

— Seal — Director  as  Maaager — Share- 
holders: Birney  v.  Toronto  Milk  Co., 
736. 

3.  Mining  Company  —  Directors — Power 

to  Sell  Landsr-Irregularity — Share- 
holders— Directors  —  Qualification — 
Injunction  Restraining  Sale:  Ritchie 
V.  Vermilion  Mining  Co.,  624;  4  O. 
L.  R.  588. 

4.  Shares  —  Lien  on  —  Amount  Due  to 

Company:  Wnlkcrton  Binder  Twine 
Co.  V.  Higgins,  403. 

-5.  Shares— Subsjiription  —  Agreement  — 
Prospectus— Delay  in  Carrying  out  . 
Objects  of  Company — Repudiation — 
Judgment — Estoppel — Res  Judicata : 
Patterson  v.  Turner,  82;  3  O.  L.  R. 
^73. 


6.  Shares — Subscription  —  Misrepresen- 

tation—Agent—Settlement of  Action 
— Threats:  "McCallam  v.  Sun  Sav- 
ings and  Loan  Co.,  2^. 

7.  Shares  —  Subscription  —  Preference 

Shares— Validity  of  —  Contract  by 
Deed — Issue  and  Allotment — Neces- 
sity for  — Calls  —  Resolutions  and 
Letters — SufBcieney  of:  Nelson  Coke 
and  Gas  Co.  v.  Pellatt,  595;  4  O.  L. 
R.  481. 

8.  Voluntary  Winding-up  —  Distribution 

of  Surplus'  Assets  —  Shareholders — 
Ordinary  and  Preferred  —  Shares — 
Fully  and  Partly  Paid — ^By-laws  and 
Resolutions  —  Profits:  Morrow  v. 
Peterborough  Water  Co.,  512;  4  O. 
L.  R.  324.  ^ 

9.  Winding-up — Claim   against   Assets — 

Breach  of  Contract— Damages:  Re 
Publishers'  Syndicate,  726. 

10.  Winding-up — Contributory  —  Shares 
—Allotment:  Re  Publishers*  Syndi- 
cate, Hart's  Case,  508. 

11.  Winding-up— Contributory  —  Shares 
—Condition— Allotment— Notice:  Re 
Publishers'  Syndicate,  Mallory's 
Case,  142;  3  O.  L.  R.  552. 

12.  Winding-up  —  Contributory  —  Sub- 
scription for  Shares— JiiXtrinsic  Evi- 
dence —  Placing  Shares  —  Commis- 
sion—Payment for  Shares— Contract 
— Consideration  —  Transfer  of  As- 
sets: Re  Co-operative  Cycle  and 
Motor  Co.,  778. 

13.  Winding-up— Jurisdiction  of  Master 
in  Ordinary  —  Valuing  Securities- 
Liquidator:  Re  Brampton  Gas  Co., 
543;  4  O.  L.  R.  509. 

14.  Winding-up— Terms  of  Order— Exe- 
cution Creditoi^Priofities:  Re  Pres- 
cott  Elevator  Co.,  161. 

See  Appeal  to  Court  of  Appeal,  15 — 
Arbitration  and  Award,  3— Assess- 
ment and  Taxes,  12,  16,  17— Build- 
ing Society — Constitutional  Law,  1 
—  Conversion,  1  —  Estoppel,  3  — 
Fraud  and  Misrepresentation,  2,  3 
—  Municipal  Corporations,  14  — 
—Particulars,  3— Parties,  11— Part- 
nership, 5— Principal  and  Agent,  2 
— Specific  Performance,  9. 

CONDITIONAL   SALE. 
See  Sale  of  Goods,  2,  3. 

CONSOLIDATION  OF  ACTIONS. 
See  Action,  1— Solicitor,  4. 
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CONSPIRACY— CONTRACT. 
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CONSPIRACY. 

See  Criminal  Law,  8— Pleading,  10. 

CONSTABLE. 

See    Costs.    13— Malicious   Arrest    and 
Prosecution,  1. 

CONSTITUTIONAL   LAW. 

1.  Incorporation   of  Companies-Domin- 

ion Objects— Interference  with  Proo- 
ert^  and  CiWl  Rights  in  Province 
—Telephone  —  Poles  and  Wires  — 
Streets  —  Municipal  Corporations— 
^^^^}^--;^\'^tnteB:  City  Qf  Toronto 

r92fl"o^t'R.T«5.'^-   ''  ^^"«'«' 

2.  Powers  of  Provincial   Legislature  — 

Act  to  Prevent  Profanation  of  Lord's 
Day— Work  —  Necessity  —  Convey- 
ing Travellers:  Re  Lord's  Day  A6t 
of  Ontario,  312. 

See  Municipal  Corporations,  8. 

CONTEMPT  OF  COURT. 
See  Criminal  Law,  3. 

CONTRACT. 

1.  Board  and  Lodging— Bequest  in  Lieu 

of  Payment— Lapse:  Larose  v.  Ot- 
tawa Trust  and  Deposit  Co.,  210, 

2.  Breach-Damages— Time-Essence  of 

c^sso*"'  ""•  ^*  ^'  ^'^*®'' 

3.  Breach— Non-payment    of    Note — Re- 

fusal to  Perform— Rescission:  Gra- 
ham V.  Bourque,  138,  358. 

4.  Breach— Subsequent  Letter— Satisfac- 

tion —  Waiver— Evidence:  Heal  v. 
Spramotor  Co.,  175,  466. 

5.  Broker— Profits  on  Stock  Transactions 

—Evidence  of  Agreement— Security 
—Redemption:   Sherlock  v.  Wallace, 

C.  Building  Contract-Balance— Counter- 
claim— Evidence:  Breakenridge  v. 
Mason,  529. 

7.  Building  Contract  —  Breach— Dismis- 
sal of  Contractor  —  Architect's  No- 
tice of  —  Time — Sunday:  Anderson 
V.  Chandler,  417. 

S.  Building  Contract  —  Breach  —  Negli- 
gent Work  —  Responsibility:  Hagar 
V.  Hagar,  78. 


9.  Building  Contract—Material  Supplied 

not  Covered  by  Contract— Damages 
— ArWtratoi^Bias  —  Lien :  Piggott 
V  Toronto  Rubber  Shoe  Mfg.  Co., 
541. 

10.  Condition  —  Non-performance De- 
livery of  Deed  in  Escrow— Optioa— 
Trust:  Harris  v.  Bank  of  liritisli 
North  America,  76,  285. 

11.  Construction— Evidence  to  Aid— Re- 
formadon^ after  Breach:    Pritchard 

12.  Construction— Removal  of  Timber 

Injunction  -  Refusal  —  Appeal  — 
Merits—Affirmance :  Murphy  v.  Lake 
hue  and  Detroit  River  R.  W.  Co., 

13.  Correspondence  —  Proposal— Accept- 

ance—   Fmal  Arrangements:"   Bas- 

m^i  S'ri  Is:"'' ''''''''''''''- 

14.  Delivery  of  Timber— Correspondence 
— H-vidence— Aon-completion  of  Con- 
tract:   McGibbou  V.  Charlton,  828. 

15.  Division  of  Profits  -  Partnership  — 
Question  of  Fact  — Onus- Appeal: 
Rat  Portage  Lumber  Co.  v.  KendaU. 

16.  Fraud  in  Reducing  to  Writing— For- 
ISfdir.^^^  Agreement  -  Sale  of 
Standing  Timber-Interest  in  Land 
-Execuuon  by  Wife— Construction 
JJ^Contract:    Lasjinski  v.  Campbell, 

17.  Furnishing  and  Erecting  Monument 

7^1^^^^%^^  .^^  P®?*«°  -  Perform- 
ance of  Work— Assignment  of  Con- 
tract— Action  by  Assignees— Appeal 
—Keversal  of  Judgment  on  Ques- 
ts of  Fact:    Lewis  v.  Dempster, 

18.  Novation— Consideration  —  Collateraf 

Promise  —  Oral  Evidence  to  Alter 
Writing— Costs:  Webb  v.  Ottawa 
Car  Co.,  90. 

19.  Printing  of  Reports— Assignment  by 
Printers  of  Claim  for  Payment  — 
Sjibsequent  Assignment  for  Oredi* 
tors— JSale  of  Claim  by  Assignee — 
Rights  of  Vendee— Judgment— Bet> 
off:  Langley  v.  Law  Society  of  Up- 
per Canada,  718. 

20.  Unforeseen  Accident— Breach— Dam- 
ages —  Electric  Lighting:  Ottawa 
Electric  Co.  v.  City  of  Ottawa,  508. 
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CONTRACT  OF  mRING— COSTS. 
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See  Appeal  to  Court  of  Appeal,  19 —    2.  Appeal  on  Merits  where  only  Costs 
Arbitration  and  Award,  2,  3— Bills  Involved:    Holmes  v.  Town  of  God- 

of  JBxchange  and  Promissory  Notes  erich,  814. 

—Bills  of  Sale  and  Chattel  Mortga- 
ges—Company— Deed,    7  —  Division    3.  Appeal  to  Court  of  Appeal— Parties- 
Added  Plaintiff:  Murray  v.  Wurtele, 
353. 


Res— uompany- 

Caurts,  5  —  Guaranty— Indemnity- 
Infant,  2 — Insurance — Landlord  and 
Tenant — Master  and  Servant— Me- 
chanics' Liens — Municipal  Corpora- 
tions, 2,  13,  14,  24r-Partner8hip— 
Patent  for  Invention,  1 — Pleading, 
4 — ^Principal  and  Agent  —  Railways 
—  Sale  of  Goods — Ship  —  Specific 
Performance — Writ  of  Summons, 
2.  3.. 

CONTRACT  OP  HIRING. 

See  Master  and  Servant,  1-4. 

CONTRIBUTION. 

See  Sale  of  Goods,  7. 

CONVERSION. 

1.  President  of  Company — Detention  of 

Books — Terms  of  Giving  up:  Strath- 
roy  Petroleum  Co.  v.  Lindsay,  356. 

2.  Trespass — Trees — Damages:  Parent  v*. 

Cook,  366. 

See  Pleading,  7. 

CONVICTION. 

See  Costs,  6  —  Criminal  Law  —  Fraud 
and  Misrepresentation,  1— Munici- 
pal Corporations,  5,  9. 

COPYRIGHT. 

1.  Book— Infringement— 5  &  6  Vict.  ch. 
45  (Imp.)  —  Injunction — Damages: 
Oman  v.  Copp-Clark  Co.,  542. 

2  Book — Infringement  —  Importation  of 

Foreign  Reprints— Title— License  — 
Custcuns— Notice:  Black  v.  Imperial 
Book  Co.,  743. 

3  Newspaper  Printed  in  United  States- 

Copyright  in  England— Application 
of  Imperial  Statutes—**  First  Publi- 
cation:" Grossman  v.  Canada  Cycle 
Co.,  846. 

4.  Works  of  Fine  Art— Imperial  Acts — 
Colonies:  Graves  v.  Gorrie,  259:  3 
O.  L;  R.  697. 

CORRUPT    PRACTICES. 

See  Parliamentary  Elections,  7,  8. 

COSTS. 

1.  Added  Defendants — Unnecessary  Par- 
ties:  Gurney.  ▼.  Tilden,  207. 


4.  Arbitration  under  Railway  Act— Tax- 

ation by  Judge:  Re  Parks  and  Lake 
Erie  and  Detroit  River  R.  W.  Co., 
Re  McAlpine  and  Lake  Erie  and 
Detroit  River  R.  W.  Co.,  484. 

5.  Partition  Proceedings— Taxed  Costs- 

Special  Circumstaaces:  McLaughlin 
V.  McLaughlin,  378,  424. 

• 

6.  Quashinsf  Conviction  —  Criminal  Matl 

ter  — Jurisdiction :  Rex  v.  Bennett, 
360;  4  O.  L.  R,  205.  ^ 

7.  Receiver— Partnership  —  Advance  by 

Partner— Priority:  Merritt  v.  Nls^- 
sen,  456. 

8.  Right  of  Party  to  Costs  against  Op- 

posite  Partv— No  Liability  to  SolicT- 
toi^-Corporation  Solicitor  Paid  by 
Salary— Change  in  By-law  of  Cor- 
poration: Ottawa  Gas  Co,  v  City 
of  Ottawa,  647,  697;  4  O.  L.  R.  656. 

9.  Scale   of   —   Jurisdiction    of   County 

Court  —  Ascertainment  of  Amount 
Claimed:  Minerva  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Roche,  530,  722. 

10.  Security  for— Petition  by  Parents  for 
Custody  of  Infant— Petitioners  out 
of  Jurisdiction  —  Respondents  Ad- 
mitting Rights  of  Petitioners:  Re 
Pinkney,  694,  715. 

11.  Security  for — Plaintiff  out  of  Juris- 
diction —  Property  within  Jurisdic- 
tion— Shares  in  Mining  Company  — 
Evidence  of  Value:  Rowland  v. 
Patterson,  653. 

12.  Security  for— Praecipe  Order — Ap- 
plication for  Increased  Amount  — 
Election— Costs:  Standard  Trading 
Co.  V.  Seybold.  724,  753. 

13.  Security  for— Public  OflBcer  —  Police 
Constable:  Lewis  v.  Dalby,  3  O.  L. 
R.  301. 

14.  Security  foi^-Residence  of  Plaintiff 
out  of  Ontario  —  Ordinary  Resid- 
ence: Nesbit  V.  Galna,  218;  3  O.  L. 
R.  429. 

15.  Taxation — Apportionment  —  Issues 
in  Slander  Action — Set-off:  Davis  v. 
Uord,  418,  471;  4  O.  L.  R.  466. 
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COUNTERCLAIM— CRIMINAL  LAW. 
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16.  Taxation— Evidence — Brief  of,  Used 
by  Opposite  Counsel:  Pennington  v. 
Honsinger,  507. 

17.  Third  Party— Indemnity— Extent  of 
Liability  —  Court  of  Appeai  —  Time 
for  DTsposing  of  Costs— Several  Ap- 
peals: Gaby  v.  City  of  Toronto, 
711. 

18.  Trial  —  Motion  for  Judgment:  La- 
chance  V.  Lachance,  518. 

See  Appeal  to  Court  of  Appeal,  18— 
Arbitration  and  Award,  4,  5— As- 
sessment and  Taxes,  13 — Contract, 
18— Creditors'  Relief  Act— Deed,  9 
— Discovery,  1  —  District  Courts — 
Division  Courts,  7  —  Dower,  5  — 
Evidence,  1— Execution,  2,  3,  4 — 
Executors  and  Administrators,  3, 
7— Gift,  2— Interest— Judgment,  1— 
Lunatic— Mistake  —  Mortgage,  4— 
Parties,  11— Partnership,  3— Plead- 
ing, 6  — Principal  aad  Agent,  2 — 
Public  Health— Sale  of  Goods,  1— 
Solicitors-Specific  Performance,  2, 
5— Trusts  and  Trustees,  3— Water 
and  Watercourses,  4— Will,  3,  26, 
42,  43— Work  and  Labour. 

COUNTERCLAIM. 

See  Action,  2— Contract.  6  —  District 
Courts  —  Pleadmg,  2-4  —  Sale  of 
Goods,  1,  5,  7 — Work  and  Labour. 

COUNTY  COURT  JUDGE. 
See  Assessment  and  Taxes,  2. 

COUNTY  COURTS. 

1.  Jurisdiction— Consent  —  Prohibition: 
Re  Greenwoad  v.  Buster,  225. 

2  Jurisdiction  —  Subject-matter  —  Set- 
ting aside  Chattel  Mortgage — Claim 
of  Judgment  Creditor:  Re  Thomson 
V.  Stone,  509;  4  O.  L.  R.  333,  585. 

Sec  Appeal  to  Divisional  Court,  1,  2 — 
Costs,  9. 

COURT  OF  APPEAL. 

See  Appeal  to  Court  of  Appeal — ^Appeal 
to  Divisional  Court,  3— Bail— Ex- 
ecution, 2 — Judgment,  1,  3. 

COURT  OF  REVISION. 
See  Assessment  and  Taxes,  6. 

COURTS. 

See  Appeal  to  Court  of  Appeal— Appeal 
to  Divisional  Court — Appeal  to  Su- 
preme Court  of  Canada  —  County 
Courts — District  Courts  —  Division 
Courts — High  Court  of  Justice. 


COVENANT. 

1.  Restraint  of  Trade — Breach — Waiver 

—  Injunction  —  Damages  —  Refer- 
ence:    Berry  v.  Days,  809. 

2.  Restraint  of  Trade — Carrying  on  Bn&i* 

ness — Advertising  —  Breach:  John- 
ston V.  Macfarlane,  287. 

See  Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency,  7 — 
Bills  of  Sale  and  Chattel  Mort- 
gages,  4— Division  Courts,  ^—Ease- 
ment, 1  —  Landlord  and  Tenant — 
Mechanics'  Liens,  2— Mortgage,  1» 
2,  5— Sale  of  Goods,  7— Vendor  and 
Purchaser,  3— Will,  24. 

CREDITORS. 

See  Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency  —  In- 
surance, 9— Partition,  3. 

CREDITORS*    RELIEF    ACT. 

Several  Executions— Sale  under  Second 
Execution— Costs  —  Advertisement: 
McGuinness  v.  McGuinness,  23;  3 
O.  L.  R.  78. 

CRIMINAL    LAW. 

1.  Evidence— Deposition  Taken   at   Pre- 

liminary Inquiry  —  Admissibility  at 
Trial  —  Incomplete  Cross-examina- 
tion —  Waiver:  Rex  v.  Trevanne,. 
587;  4  O.  L.  R.  475. 

2.  Evidence  —  Prisoner's  testimony  — 

Cross-examination— Contradiction  — 
Previous  Conviction;  Rex  v.  Daou&t^ 
344;  3  O.  L.  R.  65i. 

3.  Extradition   —  Pareut   Stealing   His 

Child — Foreign  Law— Divorce —  Col- 
lusion —  Contempt  of  Court:  Re 
Watts.  129,  133 ;  3  O.  L.  R.  279.  368. 

4.  Gaming— Common  Bettiog  House — In- 

corporated Association — Race  Track: 
Rex  V.  Hanrahan,  346;  3  O.  L.  R. 
(559. 

5.  Incest— Evidence — Destroyed  Letters 

— Inferences — Misdirection  —  Sub- 
stantial Miscarriage  —  New  Trial  — : 
Rex  V.  Godson,  250. 

6.  Incitement  to  Give  False  Evidence- 

Misdemeanour — Single  Justice  of  the 
Peace — Jurisdiction — Grand  Jury  — 
Variance — Bail — Recognizance —  Es- 
treat: Rex  V.  Cole,  117;  3  O.  L.  R. 
389. 

7.  Keeping  House  of  Ill-fame — Convic- 

tion—Evidence:  Rex  V.  Martin,  429. 
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8.  Murder — Constructive  Oflfence  —  Con- 

spiracy— Charge  to  Jury — Verdict — 
Mistri^:  Rex  v.  Rice,  31M;  4  O.  L. 
R.  223. 

9.  Obstruction    of   Highway— Conviction 

for  —  Weight  of  Evidence  —  New 
Trial— Direction  to  Jury— Proof  of 
Original  Survey  —  Onus:  Rex  v. 
Moyer,  780. 

10.  Summary  Conviction  —  Motion  for 
Rule  Nisi  to  Quash  —  Untenable 
Grounds  —  Like  Motions  in  Other 
Cases  —  Rule'  Granted  on  Terms: 
Rex  v.  McGinnes,  812. 

11.  Summarv  Conviction— Ontario  Act- 
Criminal  Code — Information  —  Time 
for  Laying:  Rex  v.  McKinnon,  199; 
3  O.  L.  R.  508. 

12.  Summary  Trial  without  Consent  of 
Prisoner  —  Conviction  —  Discharge 
from  Gaol— Second  Prosecution:  Rex 
v.  Kennedy,  31. 

13.  Theft— Juvenile  Offender  —  Magis- 
trate's Conviction  —  Place  of  Im- 
prisonment— Duration  of  Sentence — 
Discharge — Order  for  Further  De- 
tention:   Rex  V.  Hay  ward,  799. 

See  Bail— Costb,  6— Fraud  and  Misre- 
presentation, 1 — High  Court  of  Jus- 
tice, 1 — Mandamus. 

CROWN. 

See  Assessment  and  Taxes,  6— Way,  16. 

CUSTOMS   DUTIES. 
See  Copyright. 

DAM. 
See  Water  and  Watercourses,  2,  4. 

DAMAGES. 

See  Bailment— Bills  of  Sale  and  Chattel 
Mortgages,  3,  4— Company,  1,  9 — 
Contract,  2,  9,  20— Conversion,  2— 
Copyright— Covenant,  1  —  Defama- 
tion, 3  —  Discovery,  9  —  District 
Courts — Division  Courts,  2,  3 — In- 
fant, 2,  G^Mnster  and  Servant,  3, 
7, 19— Municipal  Corporations,  17— 
Principal  and  Agent,  3,  4,  5— Rail- 
ways, 2,  8,  10— Sale  of  Goods,  1,  G, 
7,  9— Ship — Specific  Performance,  2, 
11— Street  Railways,  2,  4,  5— Trade 
Mark,  4  —  Trespass,  1  —  Waste — 
Water  and  Watercourses,  4,  5 — 
Way,  3,  4^ Work  and  Labour. 

DEATH. 

See  Judgment,  3— Master  and  Servant, 
5.  6.  14. 


DECEIT. 
See  Fraud  and  Misrepresentation,  Z, 
DECLARATORY  JUDGMENT. 

See   Division   Courts,   6— Pleading.   5— 
Title  to.  Land,  3. 

DEDICATION. 
See  Mortgage,  6. 

DEED. 

1.  Absolute  Conveyance  of  land— Colla- 

teral Security — Redemption— Waivpr 
—Counsel— Mistake  at  Trial:  Sher- 
lock V.  Wallace,  393. 

2.  Conveyance  of  Land  —  Setting  aside — 

Undue  Influence  —  Parent  and  Child 
—Fraud — Consideration :  Vandusen 
V,  Young,  55. 

3.  Conveyance    of    Land— Undue    Influ- 

ence—Full Disclosure:  Christian  v. 
Poulin,  275. 

4.  Construction  —  Gravel  —  Subsequent 

Deposit:  Mann  v.  Grand  Trunk  R. 
W.  Co.,  230. 

5.  Delivery  —   Retention   by   Grantor- 

Possession  by  Grantee— Evidence- 
Improvements — Executor  and  Trus- 
tee—Breach of  Trust:  Humphries 
V.  Aggett,  33. 

6.  Reformation— Mistake:     Girardot     v. 

Curry,   21. 

1.  Reformation  —  Mortgage  —  Non-con- 
formity with  Contract  for— Mistake: 
Richardson  v.  West,  670. 

8.  Security— Conveyance  of  Lands— Cut- 

ting down  to  Mortgage  —  Improvi- 
dence —  Fraud :  Holness  v.  Russt^ll, 
055. 

9.  Setting    aside — Improvidence— Family 

Settlement  —  Costs:  Lockhart  v. 
Lockhart,  819. 

See  Company,  7  —  Contract,  10  —  Es- 
toppel, 1 — Fraudulent  Conveyance — 
Specific  Performance,  8— Vendor  and 
Purchaser,  3,  5. 

DEFAMATION. 

1.  Dictated  Letter— Proof  of  Publication 
— Privilege:  Peterbangh  v.  Gold 
Medal  Co.,  250. 

2  Occasion  Privileged — Master  and  Ser- 
vant: Gildner  v.  Busse,  1G7:  3  O.  L. 
R.  561. 
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3.  Occasion  Privileged — Proof  of  Malice 

—Social  or  Moral  Duty— Functions' 
of  Judge  and  Jury — Excessive  Dam- 
ages: Olunis  V.  Sloan,  27. 

4.  Onus — Words  not  Defamatory  per  se 

-^Innuendo:  Lossing  v.  Wriggles- 
worth,  460. 

5.  Pleading — ^Defence  —  Fair   Comment — 

Embarrassing  Pleading — Particulars: 
Crow's  Nest  Pass  Co.  v.  Bell,  679; 
4  O.  L.  R.  660. 

6.  Pleading  —  Defence  —  Stating  Facts 

and  Circumstances  without  Justify- 
ing—  Embarrassment:  Caldwell  v. 
Buchanan,  682. 

7.  Pleading— Statement  of  Claim  — Set- 

ting out  Whole  Newspaper  Article — 
Parts  not  Referring  to  Plaintiff — 
Innuendo:  Hay  v.  Bingham,  822. 

8.  Post-card— Words  of  Doubtful  Signi- 

fication—Innuendo— Sense  in  which 
Words  Understood:  Major  v.  Mc- 
Gregor, 839. 

9.  Verdict   for   Defendant   notwithstand- 

ing Proof  of  Defamatory  Words — 
New  Trial  —  Aggravation  of  Dam- 
ages—Evidence— Pleading:  Milligan 
V.  Jamieson,  4  O.  L.  U.  650. 

See  Costs,  15— DiscQvery,  9— Injunction, 
2 — Jury  Notice,  1. 

DEPOSIT. 
See  Parliamentary  Elections,  2. 

DETINUE. 

See  Conversion. 

DEVOLUTION  OF  ESTATES  ACT. 

Sec  Attachment  of  Debts,  2— Dower,  1 
—Title  to  Land,  3. 

DIRECTORS. 

See  Company. 

DISABILITY  INSURANCE. 
See  Insurance,  2. 

DISCONTINUANCE. 
See  Action,  2. 

DISCOVERY. 

1.  Affidavit  of  documents— Materiality  of 
Documents— Examination  of  Parties 
— Scope  of — Consequential  Discovery 
— Discretian  —  Contents  of  Docu- 
ments —  Recollection  —  Costs  of 
Lengthy  Examination:  Evans  v. 
Jaflfray,  29,  158;  3  O.  L.  R.  327. 


2.  Affidavit  of  Documents — ^Possession — 

Admissions  on  Examination  for  Dis- 
covery —  Re-examination  after  Ex- 
amination Closed:  Standard  Trad- 
ing Ca  V.  Seybold,  650. 

3.  E;camination   of   Officer   of   Corpora- 

tion— Railway — Engine-driver:  Mor- 
rison V.  Grand  Trunk  R.  W.  Co., 
180,  263,  329, 758;  4  O.  L.  R.  43. 

4.  Examination    of    Officers    of    Bank — 

Local  manager — ^Teller :  Bartlett  v. 
Canadian  Bank  of  Commerce.  68. 
162. 

5.  Examination   of   Parties— Attendance 

—  Refusal  to  answer  questions  — 
Subpoena :  Cooke  v.  Wilson,  3  O.  L. 
R.  299. 

6.  Examination  of  Parties — Amendment: 

McKenzie  v.  McLaughlin,  80. 

7.  Examination  of   Parties — Default   of 

Attendance — Motion  to  llismiss  Ac- 
tion—Proof of  Default— Affidavit  of 
Solicitor  —  Cross-examination— Ex 
Parte  Certificate  of  Examiner  : 
Johnston  v.  Ryckman,  720. 

8.  Examination    of    Parties— Production 

of  Documents— Patent  Action — For- 
feiture— Non-performance  of  Condi- 
tion on  which  Patent  Granted — Af- 
fidavit: Parramore  v.  Boston  Mfg. 
Co... 716;  4  O.  L.  R.  627. 
.• 

9.  Examination    of    Parties— Relevancy 

of  Questions  —  Defamation— Privi- 
lege—Mitigation  of  Damages:  Mc- 
Kenzie V.  McLaughlin,  58. 

10.  Production  —  Correspondence  after 
Action  Begun — Information  for  De- 
fence— Privilege  —  Examination  for 
Discovery — Undertaking  to  Produce: 
Shoe  Ca  v.  Wilkinson,  691. 

11.  Production— Privilege —  Information 

and  Documents  Obtained  before  Ac- 
tion: London  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mol- 
sons  Bank,  457. 

12.  Production— Privilege  —  Letters  — 
Solicitor  and  Client— Affidavit— R«^ 
quirements  of:  Clergue  v.  McKay. 
178,  241:  3  O.  L.  R.  478;  Piatt  v. 
Buck,  4  O.  L.  B.  421. 

See  Appeal  ta  Court  of  Appeal,  11  — 
Building  Society— Infant,  8— Par- 
ticulars-Pleading, 9. 

DISMISSAL  OF  ACTION. 

See  Action*  3. 
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DISTRESS. 

See  Assessment  and  Taxes,  5  —  Land- 
lord and  Tenant,  3. 

DISTRIBUTION  OF  ESTATES. 

See  Executors  and  Administrators,  5— 
Insurance,  15— Will,  9,  14,  16,  23. 
28. 

DISTRICT  COURTS. 

Jurisdiction — Counterclaim  —  Work  and 
•    Labour — Amount  —  Deterioration  — 
Damages— Set-off— CoBtb:    Breese  v. 
Clark,  825. 

ditches; 

See  Municipal  Corporations,  17. 

DITCHES  AND  WATERCOURSES 

ACT. 

See  Water  lind  Watercourses,  3. 

DIVISION  COURTS. 

1  Jurisdiction  —  Ascertainment  of 
amount — Promissory  notes  — ^Breach 
of  undertaking:  McCormick  Har- 
vesting Machine  Co.  v.  Warnica,  3 
O.  L.  R.  427. 

2.  Jurisdiction  —  Lease  —  Covenant  to 

leave  in  repair — ^Breach — Damages — 
Prohibition  —  Transfer  to  High 
Court:  Re  Powell  v.  Dancyger,  63. 

3.  Jurisdiction — Splitting  Cause  of  Action 

—  Mortgage  —  Interest  post  Diem — 
Damages  Re  Phillips  v.  Hanna, 
245;  3  O.  L.  R.  558. 
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4.  Jurisdiction — Whole  cause  of  action- 

Prohibition:  Re  Doolittle  v.  Electri- 
cal Maintenance  and  Construction 
Co.,  202;  3  O.  L.  R.  460. 

5.  Jurisdiction  —  Territory  —  Action  on 

two  promissory  notes — "  Contract " 
— ^Prohibition  —  Omission  to  record 
evidence:  Union  Bank  of  Canada  v. 
Cunningham,   432. 

6.  Jurisdiction — Action    for    Declaration 

of  Right  to  Rank  on  Insolvent  Es- 
tate —  Prohibition :  Re  Bergman  v. 
Armstrong,  "199;  4  O.  L.  R.  717. 

7.  Jurisdiction — Amount  Involved  —  Ac- 

tion for  Tort— Prohibition— Costs  of 
Motion  for:  Re  Brandon  v.  Gal- 
loway, 677. 

8.  Jurisdiction — Attachment  of  Debts  — 

Wages  of  Debtor — Married  Man  — 
Proof  of  Being — Error  in  Ruling  as 
,  to  Evidence — Prohibition  :  Re  Rochon 
v.  Wellington,  805. 


See  Attachment  of  Debts — Bankruptcy 
and  Insolvency,  4  —  Parent  and 
Child— Res  Judicata— Specific  Per- 
formance, 2. 

DIVISIONAL   COURTS. 

See  Appeal  ta  Court  of  Appeal,  17— 
Appeal  to  Divisional  Court— Appeal 
to  High  Court— High  Court  of  Jus- 
tice-Will. 32. 

DIVORCE. 
See  Criminal  Law,  3. 

DOCUMENTS. 
See  Discovery. 

DOMICIL. 
See  Lunatic. 

DONATIO  MORTIS  CAUSA. 
See  Gift,  1,  2. 

DOWER. 

1.  Assignment   l^y    Infant   Devisee — Exe- 

cutor— Devolution  of  Estates  Act — 
Lease  by  Husband:  Allan  v.  Rever, 
459;  4  6.  L.  R.  309. 

2.  Election — Distributive  Share  of  Estate : 

Re  Pettit,  464;  4  O.  L.  R  506. 

3.  Equitv  of  Redemption — Conveyance  by 

Husband  to  Defeat:  Fitzgerald  v. 
Fitzgerald,  17. 

4.  Praud  of  Mortgagor— Assignment  — 

Mistake  —  Subrogation  —  Merger: 
Anderson  v.  Elgie,  550,  638. 

5.  Reference  —  Report  —  Judgment  — 

Costs — Sale  of  Land  :  Lachance  v. 
Lachance,  778. 

See  Execution,  1  —  Vendor  and  Pur- 
chaser, 5— Will,  10. 

DRAINAGE. 
See  Municipal  Corporations,  17,  IS. 

DRAINAGE  REFEREE. 
See  Referees. 

DRAINS. 
See  Water  and  Watercourses. 

DURESS. 
.  See  Company,  6. 


27 


EASEMENT— EXECUTION. 


28 


EASEMENT. 

1.  Dominant  and  Servient  Tenements* — 

Covenant  by  Original  Grantor — Dis- 
charge of  Snow  and  Water:  Hall  v. 
Alexander,  204;  3  O.  L.  R.  482. 

2.  Right  of  Way — Repairs— Dominant  and 

Servient  Tenements — Water  —  Right 
to  Flow  of — ^Injunction:  Burrell  V. 
Lott,   181. 

See  Water  and  Watercourses,  1 — Way, 
14,  16. 

ELECTION. 

See  Costs,  12— Dower,  2 — Execution,  1 
—Parties,  4— Pleading,  9  —  Vendor 
and  Purchaser,  5— Will,  10. 

ELECTIONS. 

See  Municipal  Elections  —  Parliamen- 
tary Elections. 

ELECTRIC  COMPANIES. 

See  Assessment  and  Taxes — Company — • 
Municipal  Corporations,  12,  15  — 
Street  Railways. 

EQUITY  OF  REDEMPTION. 
See  Dower,  3 — Execution,  1. 

ESTATE. 
See  Insurance,  12— Will,  11,  17,  18. 
ESTOPPEL. 

1.  By  Deed — Mines  and  Minerals — Reser- 

vation in  Deed :  Dodge  v.  Smith,  46 : 
3  O.  L.  R.  305. 

2.  Fraud  —  Patent  for  Mining  Land  — 

Registration  —  Mortgage  —  Notice : 
Barr  v.  Bird,  30. 

3.  Rent — Claim  for,  by  President  of  Com- 

pany—  Annual  Statement:  Lindsay 
v.  Strathroy  Petroleum  Co.,  355. 

See  Assessment  and  Taxes,  7— Bills  of 
Exchange  and  Promissory  Notes,  8 
—  Company,  5  —  Insurance.  5,  7  — 
Mechanics'  Liens,  6— Res  Judicata 
— Schools,  5. 

ESTREAT. 
See  Criminal  Law,  6. 

EVIDENCE. 

1.  Admissibility —  Production  of  Book  — 
Refusal  of  Trial  Judge  to  Allow — 
Substantial  Wrong  —  New  Trial  — 
Costs:  Matthews  v.  Moody,  47. 


2.  Corroboration — Action  against  Admin- 

istrator —  Interest  —  Cestui  que 
Trust:  Batzold  v.  Upper,  381;  4  O. 
L.  K.  lit). 

3.  Corroboration  —  Action  against  Execu- 

tors— Promissory  Note  —  Comparison 
of  Signature:  Thompson  v.  Tbomo- 
son,  431;  4  O.  L.  R.  442. 

4.  Corroboration  —  Claim  against  Estate 

of  Deceased  Person — Statute  of  Limi- 
tations: Wilson  V.  Howe,  272. 

5.  Corroboration  —  Partition  of  Land  — 

Proof  of  Identity:   Fuller  v.  Grant, 

6.  Parol   Evidence  to   Establish   Trust — 

Admission    of:    Hull   v.   Allen,    151, 

782. 

See  Appeal  to  Court  of  Appeal,  2 — 
Arbitration  and  Award,  5— Bills  of 
Exchange  and  Promissory  Notes,  G 
— Building  Society — Company,  12 — 
Contract,  11,  14.  18— Crimin«il  Law, 
1,  2,  5,  6,  7,  9— Deed,  5— Defama- 
tion, 1,  3.  4— Discovery — Division 
Courts,  5— Executors  and  Adminis- 
trators, 1,  9— Gift,  1. 2, 3, 4— Insur- 
ance, 1,  2 — Malicious  Arrest  and 
Prosecution,  2 — Master  and  Ser- 
vant, 14,  16--Medical  Practitioner- 
Mortgage,  5  —  Municipal  Elections, 
1,  6,  7— Parliamentary  Elections^, 
11 — Particulars— Patent  for  Inven- 
tion, 2,  3— Seduction — Specific  Per- 
formance. 2 — Street  Railways,  2 — 
Vendor  and  Purchaser,  1,  2 — Will, 
1,  2,  37,  41. 

EXAMINATION  OP  PARTIES. 
See  Discovery— Judgment  Debtor. 

EXCHEQUER  COURT. 

See  Industrial  Design — Patent  for  In- 
vention, 4. 

EXECUTION. 

1.  Equity  of  Redemption — Dow^er — Elec- 

tion —  Rij?^^  to  Estate  in  Land  — 
'  Assign  —  Tenant  in  Common :  Cana- 
dian Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Rolston. 
351 :  4  O.  L.  R.  106. 

2.  For  Costs  of  Application  for  Leave  to 

Appeal  —  Court  of  Appeal  —  Pow^r 
over  Costs — High  Court  —  Issue  of 
Execution  out  of:  People's  Building 
and  Loan  Assn.  v.  Stanley,  469,  572; 
4  O.  L.  R.  247,  377. 
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3.  Judge's  Order  for  Costs  —  Direction 

for  Set-off  —  Service  of  Allocatur — 
Issue  of  Execution  —  Production  of 
Original  Order  or  Office  Copy:  Peo- 
ple's Building  and  Loan  Assn.  y. 
Stajjiley,  692;  4  O.  L.  R.  644. 

4.  Sale  of  Land  under — Assignment  for 

Benefit  of  Creditors  —  Priorities  — 
Costs:  Elliott  v.  Hamilton,  705;  4 
O.  L.  R.  585. 

See  Appeal  to  Court  of  Appeal,  12 — 
Attachment  of  Goods — Bills  of  Sale 
and  Chattel  Mortgages,  2  —  Chose, 
in  Action — Company,  14 — Creditors' 
Relief  Act — Judgment  Debtor,  4— 
Landlord  and  Tenant,  11  —  Liquor 
License  Act,  1— Trade  Mark,  3. 

EXECUTORS  AND  ADMINISTRA- 
TORS. 

1.  Action  by  Executors  for  Debt  Due  to 

Testator  —  Onus  —  Corroboration: 
Thompson  v.  Coulter,  205. 

2.  Administration  of  Estate — Payment  of 

Voluntary  Debts  —  Bond — Consider- 
ation— Assignment  of  Securities  — 
Value:  Re  Summers,  523. 

3.  Bill  of  Costs  —  Service  to  Testator — 

Proceeding  for  Taxation  —  Applica- 
tion by  Residuary  Legatee — ^Assets — 
Indemnity:  Foley  v.  Trusts  and 
Guarantee  Co.,  526. 

4.  Compensation  of  Executor — Negligence 

— Breaches  of  Trust :  McClenaghan  v. 
Perkins,  191.  752. 

6.  Distribution  of  Estate  —  Will— Annui- 
ties —  Setting  apart  Securities  —  Re- 
demption of  Annuity — Consent — Rule 
938  —  Jurisdiction  under  —  Trusts : 
Re  Mclntyre,  Mclntyre  v.  London 
and  Western  Trusts  Co.,  56;  3  O. 
L.  R.  212. 

6.  Maintenance — Infant — Custody  —  Ad- 

vice: Re  Cornell,  56. 

7.  Removal   of  Executor  —  Insolvency  — 

Misconduct — Administration  Order — 
Undertaking  —  Costs:  Godbold  v. 
Godbold,  233,  357. 

'S.  Surrogate  Courte — Grant  of  Adminis- 
tration —  Nominee  of  Next  of  Kin  — 
Revocation :  Carr  v.  O'Rourke.  331 : 
3  O.  L.  R.  632. 

9.  Trust— Breaches  of  —  Negligence  — 
Claim  by  Executor  against  Estate— 
—Corroboration  —  Payment  in  Life- 
time of  Testator — Admission— Com- 
pensation— Devise  in  Lieu  of — Con- 
struction of  Will:  McClenaghan  v. 
Pterkins,  191,  752. 


See  Administration  Order— Administra- 
tor ad  Litem  —  Attachment  of 
Debts,  2— Deed,  5  —  Dower,  1— 
Evidence,  2,  3,  4— Gift,  2— Infant, 
1— Insurance,  18  —  Mistake — Mort- 
gage, 2,  3— Partition,  1— Pleading, 
1— Trusts  and  Trustees  —  Vendor 
and  Purchaser,  5— Will,  8,  12,  16, 
17,  24,  28.  30,  35,  36,  40. 

*  EXEMPTIONS. 

See  Assessment  and  Taxes,  3,  9,  10— 
Landlord  and  Tenant,  L 

EXPERTS. 
See  Judgment,  5. 

EXPROPRIATION. 

See  Municipal  Corporations,  22. 

EXTRADITION. 
See  Bail— Criminal  Law,  3. 

FACTORIES  ACT. 

See  Master  and  Servant. 

FACTORY. 

See  Fixtures— Master  and  Servant,  15, 
16 — Municipal  Corporations,  1. 

FAIR  COMMENT. 

See  Defamation,  5. 

FALSE  EVIDENCE. 

See  Criminal  Law,  6. 

FAMILY  ARRANGEMENTS. 

See  Deed,  9. 

FATAL  ACCIDENTS  ACT. 

See  Master  and  Servant. 

FENCES. 

See  Way,  17. 

FIRE  INSURANCE. 

See  Insurance,  2-8. 

FIXTURES. 

1.  Shop  Fittings— Gas  Fittings— Vendor 

and  Purchaser:    Stack  v.  T.  Eaton 
Co.,  611;  4  O.  L.  R.  385. 

2.  Machinery   in   Factory  •—   Rights   of 

Mortgagee— Intention:    Schiedell    v. 
Burrows,  793. 
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FORECIX)SURB. 

See  Trusts  and  Trustees,  2. 

FOREIGN  COMMITTEE. 
See  Lunatic. 

FOREIGN  COMPANY. 

See  Insurance,  li.  19— Partnership,  5— 
Specific  Performaace,  9  — Writ  of 
Summons,  5. 

FOREIGN  JUDGMENT. 
See  Judgment,  4. 

FOREIGN  LAW. 
See  Criminal  Law,  3. 

FOREIGN  PATENT. 
See  Patent  for  Invention,  2. 

FOREIGNER. 
See  Arrest— Co.ntract,  16. 
FORFEITURE. 

See  Discovery,  8~Landlord  and  Ten- 
ant, 9-Mechanic8'  Liens.  3. 

FORGERY. 

See  Bills  of  Exchange  and  Promissory 
Notes,  8. 

FRAUD  AND  MISREPRESENTA- 
TION. 

1.  Conviction   for  — Fruit   Marks   Act- 

Possession  of  Fruit  for  Sale— Pack- 
ages—"  Faced  or  Shewn  Surface:" 
Rex  V.  James,  520;  4  O.  L.  R.  537. 

2.  Sale  of  Shares— Action   for  Deceit- 

Cause  of  Purchase:  Clark  v.  Gray. 
370. 

3.  Sale  of  Shares  —  Fraud  of  Agent- 

Notice  to  Company— Right  to  Re- 
cover Money  Paid:  Stokes  v.  Can- 
tinental  Life  Ins.  Co.,  640. 

See  Arrest— Company,  6— Contract,  16 
—Deed,  2,  8— Dower,  4— Estoppel, 
2— Landlord  and  Tenant,  11— Mort- 
gage, 9— Specific  Performance,  1— 
Trade  Mark,  4— Will,  42. 

FRAUDULENT  CONVEYANCE. 

1.  Creditor— Right  of.  to  Attack— Mort- 
gagee— Simple  Contract  Creditor: 
Thomas  v.  Calder,  ^6. 


2.  Husband    and    Wife— Intent— Consid- 

eration: McDonald  v.  Hennessy,  559. 

3.  Injunction — Receiver^Money  in  Cus- 

todia  Legis:  Bank  of  Ottawa  v.  Mc- 
Leod,  565. 

FREE  LIBRARY. 
See  Municipal  Corporations,  IL 

FRIENDLY  SOCIETY. 
See  Insurance,  14. 

FRUIT  MARKS    ACT. 
See  Fraud  and  Misrepresentation,   1. 

FURTHER  DIRECTIONS. 
See  Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency,  5. 

GAMING. 
See  Criminal  Law,  4. 

GARNISHEE. 
See  Attachment  of  Debts. 

GAS  COMPANY. 

See  Assessment  and  Taxes,  17— Way,  7. 

GIFT. 

1.  Donatio  Mortis  Causa  —  Bank   De- 

posit in  Names  of  Donor  and  Donee 
—Survivorship— Evidence:  St.  Jean 
V.  Dams,  790. 

2.  Donatio      Mortis     Causa— Solicitor- 

Lack  of  Independent  Advice— Ac- 
tion against  Administrator  —  Want 
of  Corroboration — Burden  of  Proof 
—Costs:  Davis  v.  Walker,  3,  745. 

3.  Parent  and  Child— Bounty  or  Bargain 

— Undue  influence  —  Mental  compe- 
tence: Thorndyke  v.  Thorndyke,  11. 

4.  Parent  and  Child— Business  Relation- 

ship —  Undue  Influence  —  Onus: 
Fisher  v.  Fisher,  442. 

See  Will. 

GOODWILL. 
See  Liquor  License  Act,  1. 

GRAND  JURY. 
See  Criminal  Law,  6. 
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GUARANTY. 

1.  Consideration — Novation — Statute    of 

Frauds :  Bailey  v.  Gillies,  325 ;  4  O. 
L.  R.  182. 

2.  Written       Statement    —    Mercantile 

Agency  —  Creditor  not  Privy  to  — 
Statute  of  Frauds— Sale  of  Goods: 
Harris  v.  Stevens,  109. 

See  Principal  and  Agent,  5 — Solicitor, 
2— Work  and  Labour. 

HIGH  ( OIRT  OF  JUSTICE. 

1.  Application  for  Mandamus  to  Justice 

of  the  Peace  —  Forum  —  Civil  Pro- 
ceeding —  Single  Judge  —  Divisional 
Court:  Re  Glenn,  Rex  v.  Meehan, 
136;  3  O.  L.  R.  361. 

2.  Divisional  Court  —  Composition  of  — 

Two  or  three  Judges:  Minns  v. 
Village  of  Omemee,   90. 

See  Appeal  to  High  Court — Appeal  to 
Judge  of  High  Court— Division 
Courts,  2— Execution,  2 — Mechan- 
ics' Liens,  1. 

HIRE  RECEIPT. 

See  Sale  of  Goods.  2. 

HUSBAND   AND   WIFE. 

See  Bills  of  Exchange  and  Promissory 
Notes,  3  —  Bankruptcy  and  Insol- 
vency, 2— Dower^Fraudulent  Con- 
veyance, 2— Infant,  4— Insurance, 
14— Pleading,  3. 

IMPRISONMENT. 
See  Judgment  Debtor. 

IMPROVEMENTS. 

See  Deed,  6 — Specific  Performance,  5— 
Title  to  Land,  3. 

INCEST. 

See  Criminal  Law,  5. 

INDEMNITY. 

Contract — Construction  of  Works  for 
Municipal  Corporation— Liability  for 
Injuries  to  Persons— Provisions  of 
Contract— Agreement  with  Another 
Contractor  —  Want  of  Privity  — 
Costs  of  Defending  Action— Third 
Party:  Gaby  v.  City  of  Toronto,  600. 

See  Costs,  17— Executors  and  Admini- 
strators, 3— Infant,  2,  7. 


INDUSTRIAL  DESIGN. 

Infringement  • —  Imitation  —  Injunction 
-Jurisdiction  of  Exchequer  Court: 
Findlay  v.  Ottawa  Furnace  and 
Foundry  Co..  323 ;  7  Ex.  0.  R.  340. 

INFANT. 

1.  Advancement  on  Account  of  Legacy — 

Executor:  Re  Currie.  9. 

2.  Contract  —  Indemnity  —  Voidable     or 

void — ^Ratification  —  Damages  —  In- 
terest: Beam  v.  Beatty.  Bunting  v. 
Beatty,  64,  616 ;  3  O.  L.  R.  345,  4  O. 
L.  R.  554. 

3.  Custody   of — Father  or   Mother:    Re 

Smith,  55. 

4.  Custody  of— Father  or  Mother  — Ac- 

tion for  Alimony — Access  by  Father: 
Re  Gibson,  58. 

5.  Custody  of— Parent— Other  Relatives 

—Evidence:  Ue  Gillem,  37. 

6.  Lease  by — Repudiation  —  Partition  — 

— ^Amendment — Parties  —  Damages : 
Munro  v.  Toronto  R.  W.  Co..  25. 
316;  4  O.  L.  R.  36. 

7.  Liability  to  Indemnity— Next  Friend- 

Improvident  Litigation  —  Ratifica- 
tion:   Macnee  v.  Rose,  173. 

8.  Party   to  Action— Right  of  Opposite 

Party  to  Examine  for  Discovery — 
Discretion  of  Examiner:  Flett  v. 
Coulter,  775;  4  O.  L.  R.  714. 

See  Costs,  10 — Dower,  1 — Executors 
and  Administrators,  6— Insurance, 
10,  15— Master  and  Servant,  8,  9— 
Negligence,  1,  4— Parent  and  Child 
—Will,  38. 

INFORMATION. 
See  Criminal  Law,  8 — Mandamus. 

INJUNCTION. 

1.  Interim  Injunction — Cfvmpletion  of  El- 

evator^Delivery  of  Possession  — 
Rights  of  Parties:  Jamieson  v.  Mac- 
Eenzie,  Mann,  &  Co.,  555. 

2.  Repetition  of.  Slander— Public  Enter- 

tainment —  Preten'led  Supernatural 
Revelations — Imputation  of  Murder 
— ^Pending  Inquest:  Quirk  v.  Dud- 
ley, 637;  4  O.  L.  R.  532. 

3.  Undertaking  to   speed   Trial— Breach 

of:  Clarry  v.  Brodie,  387. 
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4See  Company.  1,  3— Contract,  12— 
Copyright  —  Covenant,  1  —  Ease- 
ment, 2— Fraudulent  Conveyance, 
3— Industrial  Desiip— Liquor  Li- 
cense Act,  2— Municipal  Corpora- 
tions, 10,  13.  14,  15— Parties,  11— 
Pleading,  4 — Schools,  5  —  Street 
Railways,  5 — Tenant  for  Life — 
Timber  and  Tre<  s,  2— Trade  Mark, 
2,  3,  4— Waste— Water  and  Water- 
courses, 5 — Way,  13,  17. 

INQUEST. 
See  Injunction,  2. 

INSOLVENCY. 

See  Bankruptcv  and  Insolvency — Execu- 
tors and  Administrators,  7. 

INSPECTOR     OF     PRISONS     AND 
PUBLIC  CHARITIES. 

.See  Lunatic,  3. 

INSURANCE. 

1.  Accident — "  Accidental  "  death —  Onus 

— Finding  of  jury — Notice  and  parti- 
culars of  death — Waiver :  Fowlie  v. 
Ocean  Accident  and  Guarantee  Co.. 
252 ;  4  O.  L.  R.  146. 

2.  Disability— Benevolent  Society— Certi- 

ficate— Proof  of  Age— Waiver — Sur- 
render— Domestic  forum  —  By-laws : 
.  Doidge  V.  Dominion  Council  of  Royal 
Templars  of  Temperance,  485;  4  O. 
L.  R.  423. 

S.  Fire — Application— Diagram  of  Build- 
ings— Omission  from — Agent :  Ball  v. 
Farmers'  Central  Mutual  Fire  Ins. 
Co..  1()8. 

4.  Fine — Notice  to  Company  Terminating 
Contract — Registered  Letter — ^Wrong 
Address:  Skillings  v.  Royal  Ins.  Co., 
411 ;  4  O.  L.  K.  123. 

X).  Fire— Proofs  of  Loss— Delay— Condi- 
tians  of  Policy  —  Estoppel — Owner- 
ship of  Property:  Baker  v.  Royal 
Ins.  Co.,  294. 

<>.  Fire — Renewal  Premiums — Non-pay- 
ment— Xon-existence  of  Contract — 
Delivery  of  Receipt  —  Meaning  of: 
Doherty  v.  Millers'  and  Manufac- 
turers' Ins.  Co.,  457;  4  O.  L.  R.  303. 

7,  Fire — Conditions— Prior     Insurance  — 
Subsequent     Insurance — Substituted , 
Insurance  —  Assent  —  Estoppel  — * 
Findings  of  Jury:  Mutchmor  v.  Wa- 
terloo Mutual  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  667;  4 
O.  L.  R.  606. 


8.  Fire — Contract— Authority   of   Agent: 

Walkerville  Match  Co.  v.  Scottish 
Union  and  National  Ins.  Co.,  647. 

9.  Life— Assignment    of   Policy  — Insur- 

able Interest — Creditor:  Decker  v. 
CliflP.  354.  419. 

10.  Life — Certificate — Change  of  Bene- 
ficiary—WUl— Infant  Children  of 
Deceased:  Re  Snyder,  461;  4  O.  L. 
R.  320. 

11.  Life — Insolvent   Foreign   Company — 

Deposit  —  Surplus  —  Interest :  Re 
Covenant  Mutual  Life  Assn.  of 
Illinois,  392. 

12.  Life— Preferred    Beneficiary— Will- 

Trust — Estate:  Re  Duncombe,  153; 
3  O.  L.  R.  510. 

13.  Life— Action  on  Policy— Condition  as 
to  Arbitration— Public  Policy— Ap- 
plication to  Stay  Proceedings  : 
Nolan  V.  Ocean  Accident  and  Guar- 
antee Corporation,  777. 

14.  Life — Disposition  of  Proceeds  of 
Policy— Friendly  Society— Claimants 
— TwQ  Wives  both  Living— "  De- 
pendent "  —  Judgment  ex  JSquo  et 
Bono:  Crosby  v.  Ball,  545;  4  O.  L. 
R.  496. 

15.  Life — Infant  en  Ventre  Sa  Mdre — 
Period  of  Distribution— Trustee  Re- 
lief Act:  Re  Lethbridge,  553. 

16.  Life— Mutual  Benefit  Society  —  Con- 
tract Uberrimae  Fidel — Untrue  Re- 
presentations      in        Application  — 

.  Agency:    Ryan    v.    Catholic    Order 
of  Foresters,  547. 

17.  Life— Policy  in  Favour  of  Mother — 
Advance  by  Mother  on  Faith  of — 
Subsequent  Marriage  of  Insured — 
Apportionment  in  Favour  of  Wife — 
Claim  by  Mother  as  Beneficiary  for 
Value:  Ke  Excelsior  Life  Ins.  Co. 
and  De  Geer,  702,  771. 

18.  Life— Policy  on  Life  of  one  Person 
for  Benefit  of  Another— Assignment 
— Death  of  Assured— Claim  by  Ad- 
ministrator: Bain  v.  Copp,  706,  784, 
804. 

19.  Life  —  Validity  of  Policy  — Lien 
against  Transferred  Policy — ^Accept- 
ance of  Premium— Evidence  of  Con- 
tract—Foreign Companies— License 
to  do  Business  in  Canada:  Spooner 
V.  Mutual  Reserve  EMnd  Life  As- 
sociation, 5GG.  583. 
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See  Arbitration  and  Award,  2— Benefit 
Society — Principal  and  Agent,  3— 
Writ  of  Summons,  1. 

INTEREST. 

1.  Charging    Accounting    Party    with— 

Further  Directions— Costs:  Earle  v. 
Burland,  527. 

2.  Claim  for  Price  of  Goods  Sold — In- 

terest not  claimed  in  Writ  of  Sum- 
mons —  Report  —  Appeal — Items — 
Costs:  Kelly  v.  Smith,  732., 

See  Assessment  and  Taxes,  13 — Bills  of 
Sale  and  Chattel  Mortgages,  4 — Di- 
vision Courts,  3 — Evidence,  2 — In- 
fant, 2 — Insurance,  11  —  Landlord 
and  Tenant,  1,  4— Mortgage,  2,  7— 
Partnership,  2— Will,  40. 

INTERPLEADER. 
See  Particulars. 

INTOXICATING  LIQUORS. 

See  Liquor  License  Act — Municipal  Cor- 
porations, 6. 

INVENTION. 
See  Patent  for  Invention. 

IN  V  ESTMENT. 
See  Solicitor,  2. 

JUDGMENT. 

1.  Certificate   of  —  Court   of     Appeal  — 

Power  to  Amend  after  Issue — Mis- 
take —  Costs:  Whipple  v.  Ontario 
Box  Co.,  36. 

2.  Consent— Sale  of  Railway— Petition  to 

Open  up— Conflicting  Claims  to  Re- 
present Railway  Company  —  Issue 
Directed:  Toronto  General  Trusts 
Corporation  v.  Central  Ontario  R. 
W.  Co.,  713. 

3.  Death   of   Plaintiff   after   Hearing  — 

Court  of  Appeal — Certificate — Date 
—  Amendment  —  Administrator  ad 
litem:  Gunn  v.  Harper,  366;  3  O. 
L.  R.  693. 

4.  Foreign  Judgment — Action  an— Plead- 

ing— Defence  on  Merits:  Anderson 
Produce  Co.  v.  Nesbitt,  818. 

5.  Reference   by   Consent   to   Experts- 

Misunderstanding  of  Counsel  as  to 
Purpose  of  Reference — Opening  up 
Judgment:  Beaudry  v.  Gallien,  793. 


6.  Summary   Judgment  —  Payment   into 

Court — Payment  aut  without  Preju- 
dice: Dominion  Paving  and  Con- 
tracting Co.  V.  Magann,  226. 

7.  Summary   Judgment— Rule   603— Lia- 

bility of  Defendants— Finding  of 
Fact  on  Correspondence,  Affidavits, 
and  Depositions:  Globe  Printing  Co. 
V.  Sutherland,  589. 

See  Appearance — Assessment  and  Taxes, 
2  —  Company,  5— Contract,  19  — 
Costs,  18 — ^Dower,  5— Lunatic,  3 — 
Railways,  I — Specific  Performance, 
13. 

JLi>GMENT  DEBTOR. 

1.  Examination — Insufficient  Answers  — 

Further  Examination:  Ivey  v.  Mof- 
fat, 519. 

2.  Examination    —    Making    away    with 

Property— Committal:  Hunt  v.  Rob- 
ins, 80. 

3.  Examination  of  —  Unsatisfactory  An- 

swers —  Preference  —  Committal : 
xiepburn  v.   Vanhorne,  506. 

4.  Transferee  of  —  Examination  —  Third 

Mortgagee — "Exigible  under  Execu- 
tion"— Receiver :    Canadian    Mining 
etc.,  Co.  V.  Wheeler,  103 ;  3  O.  L.  R. 
210. 
See  Appeal  to  Divisional  Court,  1. 

JURY. 

Special  Jury — Notice  of  Striking— Time 
— Holiday :  Holman  v.  Times  Print- 
ing Co.,  7. 

See  Criminal  Law,  7,  9— Defamation, 
3 — Insurance,  1,  7— Malicious  Ar- 
rest and  Prosecution,.  4 — Master 
and  Servant.  7,  9,  10,  13,  18— Neg- 
ligence,  2 — Street   Railways,   4,   7. 

JURY  NOTICE. 

1.  Necessity  for — Action  for  liibel:  Put- 
erbaugh  v.  Gold  Medal  Mfg.  Co.,  3 
O.  L.  R.  259. 

2  Striking  out  —  Jurisdiction  of  Judge 
in  Chambers:  People's  Building  and 
Loan  Assn.  v.  Stanley.  399:  4  O.  L. 
R.  90 ;  Shantz  v.  Town  of  Berlin,  4 
O.  L.  R.  730. 

See  Action,  1. 

JUSTICE  OF  THE  PEACE. 

See  Criminal  Law,  5 — High  Court  of 
Justice,  1  —  Malicious  Arrest  and 
Prosecution,  1. 
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LACHES. 

See  Appeal  to  Court  of  Appeal,  1 — In- 
surance, 5— Specific  Performance, 
1,  6.  7— Trade  »Iark.  4. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

1.  Affreement  for  Ijoase  —  Covenants  — 

Taxes  —  Local  Improvement  Rates — 
Re-entry  —  Hepair  —  Interest  —  Ex- 
emptions: Re  Canadian  Pacific  R. 
W.  Co.  and  City  of  Toronto,  385; 
4  O.  L.  R.  134. 

2.  Agreement   for  Lease  —  Incomplete 

Contract — Nature  of  Tenancy— Pos- 
session:   Grant  v,  McPherson,  240. 

3.  Excessive  Distress  —  Irrejfularities — 

Waiver  —  Sale  for  Full  Value — ^Ac- 
count of  Proce^eds:  Pich6  v.  Mont- 
gomery, 325. 

4.  Lease— Purchase  of  Buildings  by  Les- 

sor at  End  of  Term  —  Arbitration- 
Valuation  —  Interest  —  Possession: 
Toronto  General  Trusts  Corporation 
V.  White,  198,  760;  3  O.  L.  R.  519. 

5.  Lease— Renewal— Arbitration  or  Valu- 

ation— Irregularities —  Acquiescence 
— Waiver :  Gray  v.  McMath,  445. 

6.  Lease  —  Renewal  —  Covenant —  Con- 

struction of  —  Increased  Rent  — 
Average  for  Renewal  Term:  Re 
Geddes  and  Cochrane,  15;  3  O.  L. 
R.  75. 

7.  Overholding  Tenants  Act  —  Order  for 

possession  —  Review  —  Evidence  — 
Breach  of  Covenant  in  Lease — No- 
tice Specifying:  Re  Snure  and  Da- 
vis. 379;  4  O.  L.  R.  82. 

8.  Overholding    Tenants    Act— Right    to 

Terminate  Lease — Notice  to  Quit — 
Difficult  Questions  of  Law — Refusal 
of  Certiorari:  Re  Clark  and  Kellett, 
577. 

9.  Relief  against  Forft^iture  of  Lease — 

Insolvency — Mistake  in  Telegram  : 
Smith  V.  Wade,  549. 

10.  Renewal  of  Lease  —  Arbitration — 
Lessee — Naming  Arbitrator  under 
Protest — Sole  Arbitrator  :  Farley  v. 
Sanson,   738. 

11.  Rescission  of  Lease — Action  for  - 
Fraud  —  Improvidence  —  Execution 
— Sunday:  Duprat  v.  Daniel,  501. 

See  Assessment  and  Taxes,  7— Attach- 
ment of  Debts,   2 — Division  Courts, 
2 — Infant,  6 — Ijimitation  of  Actions 
— Mechanics'      Uens,      2  —  Specitic 
Performance.  10. 


LEASE. 

See  Assessmeiit  and  Taxes,  7- Division 
Courts,  2 — Infant,  6 — Landlord  and 
Tenant  —  Mechanics'  Liens,  2  — 
Specific  Performance,  10,  11. 

LEAVE  TO  APPEAL. 

See  Appeal  to  Court  of  Appeal,  3-11 — 
Appeal  to  Supreme  Court  of  Can- 
ada, 1 — Execution,  2. 

LEGACY. 
See  Infant,  1— Will. 

LEGISLATURE. 
See  Constitutional  Law. 

LIBEL. 

See  Defamation. 

LICENSE. 

See  Copyright — Insurance,  19 — Liquor 
License  Act — Partnership.  5 — Pa- 
tent for  Invention,  1. 

LIEN. 

See  Assessment  and  Taxes,  13— Com- 
pany, 4— Contract.  9 — Insurance,  19 
—  Mechanics*  Liens — Solicitor.  1  — 
Timber  and  Trees,  2— Trusts  and 
Trustees,  2. 

LIB^E  INST'RANCE. 

See  Insurance,  9-19. 

LIMITATION  OF  ACTIONS. 

1.  Land— Real  Property  Limitation  Act — 

Son  in  Possession  of  Father's  Lan^ 
—  Assessment  as  Tenant  —  Tenancy 
at  Will— Settlement  in  Ignorance  of 
Rights:  McCowan  v.  Armstrong,  28; 
3  O.  L.  R.  100. 

2.  Promissory  Notes— Commencement  of 

Statute — Absence  of  Defendant  from 
Province — ^Return :  Moore  v.  Balch, 
824. 

Sej  Evidence,  4— Medical  Practitioner- 
Mortgage,  8 — Specific  Perform  enc?,. 
5— Title  to  Land,  2,  3— Way,  5.  14 
—Will,  40. 

LIQUOR  LICENSE  ACT. 

1.  License  and  Goodwill— Will — ^Devise — 
Renewal  of  License — Interest  of  De- 
visee— Execution  against:  Taylor  v. 
Macfarlane,  283 ;  4  O.  L.  R.  239. 
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2.  Transfer  of  License  to  new  Premises 
— Notice — Report  of  Inspector — In- 
junction :  Stephens  v.  O'Connor,  241. 

LIS  PENDENS. 

Vacating — Application  of  Plaintiff:  Mc- 
Gillivray  v.  Williams,  510;  4  O.  L. 
R.  454. 

LIVERY  STABLE  KEEPER. 
See  Municipal  Corporations,  5. 

LOCAL  IMPROVEMENTS. 

See  Aspessment  and  Taxes,  1,  4,  5,  6— 
Landlord  and  Tenant,  1. 

LOCAL  OPTION. 
See  Municipal  Corporations.  G. 

LORD'S  DAY  ACT. 
See  Constitutional  Law,  2. 

LUNATIC. 

1.  Domicil  —  Residence  Abroad — Monev 

in  Bank  in  Ontario — Right  of 
Foreign  Committee  to  —  Change  of 
Domicil — Private  International  Law 
— Costs:  Falls  v.  Bank  of  Montreal. 
538. 

2.  Fimds  in  Hands  of  Committee — Pay- 

ment into  Court — Reference — Report 
of  Master — Revision  of  Costs:  Re 
Xorris,  Re  Drope,  817. 

3.  Plaintiff      Becoming      Insane      after 

Judgment — Proposed  Appeal — Ap- 
pointment of  Next  Friend— Inspec- 
tor of  Prisons  and  Public  Charities: 
Holness  v.  Russell,  774. 

MAINTENANCE. 

See  Executors  and  Administrators,  6 — 
Will,  29. 

MALICIOUS  ARREST  AND  PROSE- 
CUTION. 

1.  Constable— Good  Faith  —  Warrant- 

Notice  of  Action  —  Fine — Municipal 
Corporation  —  Resolution  —  Ultra 
Vires — Members  of  Council— Justice 
of  the  Peace:  Gaul  v.  Township  of 
EHice,  119 ;  3  O.  L.  R.  438. 

2.  Evidence — Record   of  Acquittal— Fiat 

of  Attorney-General — Mandamus  — 
Clerk  of  the  Peace:  Rex  v.  Scully 
452;  4  O.  L.  R.  394. 


3.  Reasonable    and    Probable    Cause  — 

Bank — Customer  —  Warehouse  Re- 
ceipts —  Nonsuit:  Pearen  v.  Mer- 
chants Bank  of  Canada,  277. 

4.  Reasonable    and    Probable    Cause  — 

Functions  of  Judge  and  Jury— Trial: 
Peters  v.  Whyte,  26. 

MALPRACTICE. 
See  Medical  Practitioner. 

MANDAMUS. 

Police  Magistrate  —  Jurisdiction — Infor- 
mation—Criminal Offence  —  Muni- 
cipal Election— Offence  at:  Re  Rex 
V.  Mehan,  248;  3  O.  L.  R.  567. 

See  High  Court  of  Justice,  1 — Malicious 
Arrest  and  Prosecution,  2  —  Public 
Health — Schools,  4. 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

1.  Contract  of  Hiring — Rescission — Con- 

tinuance in  Employment— Abandon- 
ment— Part  Payment  of  Commis- 
sion: Banfield  v.  Hamilton  Brass 
Co.,  293. 

2.  Contract  of  Servant  not  to  Engage  in 

Particular  Business — Wrongful  Dis- 
missal of  Servant— Subsequent  En- 
gaging in  same  Business:  Ryerson  v. 
Murdock,  466. 

3.  Dismissal     of     Servant  —  Subsequent 

Employment — Damages  :  Laishley 
V.  Gould  Bicycle  Co.,  566;  4  O.  L. 
R.  350. 

4.  Dismissal  of  Servant— Wrongful  Dis- 

missal—Contract of  Hiring  —  Con- 
struction— Statute  of  Frauds  :  Glenn 
V.  Rudd,  116 ;  3  O.  L.  R.  422. 

5.  Injury   to   Servant   Causing   Death- 

Negligence  of  Master — Mine — Defec- 
tive Machinery— Contributory  Negli- 
gence— Fatal  Accidents  Act — Death 
of  Widow  of  Servant  after  Action: 
Adams  v.  Culligan,  Howe  v.  Culli- 
gan,  38. 

6.  Injury  to  Servant  —  Death  —  Mine  — 

Negligence — Onus  —  Waiver  —  Dis- 
obedience of  Servant:  Anderson  v. 
Mikado  Gold  Mining  Co.,  276;  3  O. 
L.  R.  581. 

7.  Injury  to  servant— Dangerous  Machin- 

ery —  Precautions  —  Negligence  of 
Fellow  Workmen — Jury — Damages : 
Myers  v.  Sault  Ste.  Marie  Pulp  and 
Paper  Co.,  280;  3  O.  L.  R.  600. 
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8.  Injury    to    Servant— Infant — Machin- 

ery— Nejfligence  of  Jc>oreman:  Hol- 
man  v.  Times  Printing  Co,,  338,  756. 

9.  Injury  to  Servant— Moving  Machinery 

— Guard — Factories  Act — Negligence 
—  Infant  —  Jury:  Moore  v.  J.  D. 
Moore  Ck).,  290 ;  4  O.  L,  R.  167. 

10.  Injury  ta  Servant — Negligence  of 
Foreman — ^Jurv:  Bowman  v.  Im- 
perial Cotton  Co.,  450. 

11.  Injury  to  Servant — Negligence  of 
Master — Dan^rerou.s  Employment — 
Volunteer:  Blanquist  v.  Hogan,  15. 

12.  Injury  to  Servant  —  Negligence  of 
Master  —  Foreman  —  Secretary  of 
Company— Knowledge  —  Evidence: 
Wilson  V.  Botsford-Jenks  Co.,  101. 

• 

13.  Injury  to  Servant  —  Ntgligence  of 
Master— Question  for  Jury  —  Res 
Ipsa  Loquitur:  Brotherson* v.  Corry, 
34. 

14.  Injury  to  Servant  —  Death  —  Work- 
men's Compensation  Act— Notice  of 
Injury — ^Excuse  for  Want  of — Evid- 
ence —  Statement  of  Deceased  — 
Negligence— €ause  of  Iniury— Jury: 
Armstrong  v.  Canada  Atlantic  R. 
W.  Co.,  612;  4  O.  L.  R.  5G0. 

15.  Injury  to  Servant— Factory — Eleva- 
tor —  Defects— Safeguards  —Signals 
—  Negligence  —  Findings  of  Jury  : 
Leeder  v.  Toronto  Biscuit  Co.,  687. 

16.  Injury  to  Servant— Factory— Negli- 
gence—Findings  of  Jury— Finding  of 
Judge— Consont — Notes  of  Evidence: 
Waltan  v.  Welland  Vale  Mfg.  Co., 
o39. 

17.  Injury  to  Servant— Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Act — Negligence  of  Fore- 
man of  Wojks— Questions  for  Jury 
—New  Trial— Small  Verdict:  Aillo 
V.  Fauquier,  GaUio  v.  Fauquier,  833. 

18.  Injury  to  Servant— Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Act — Railway  Contractors 
— Sub-contractors — Question  of  Lia- 
bility-Ruling of  Trial  Judge — Ques- 
tions for  Jury— New  Trial:  Bertu- 
dato  V.  Fauquier,  802. 

19.  Liability  of  Master  for  Act  of  Ser- 
vant— Trespass  to  Porsan — Owner  of 
House — Unnecessary  Force  —  Solici- 
toi>— Damages:  Burke  v.  Burke,  127, 
419. 

See  Defamation,  2 — Negligence,  1. 


MASTER  IN  ORDINARY. 

See  Appeal  to  High  Court— Company,. 
13. 

MECHANICS'  LIENS. 

1.  Action  Begun  by  Statement  of  Claim — 

Service  of,  out  of  Ontario — Statutes 
and  Rules — Powers  of  High  Court: 
Pennington  v.  Morley,  246;  3  O.  L. 
R.  614. 

2.  "  Owner  "  —  Lease  —  Covenant      by 

Lessee  to  Erect  Buildings:  Webb  v. 
Gage,  327. 

3.  Plant  Supplied  by  Coatractor— Forfei- 

ture to  Owner— Lien  not  Attaching: 
Birkett  v.  Brewder,   62. 

4.  Registcfred  Owner— Contract  with  — 

Transfer  of  Property  after  Registra- 
tion of  Lien — Previous  Agreement — 
Notice — Parties:  Fraser  v.  Griffiths. 
141. 

5.  Work  Done  upon  Houses  of  Several 

Owners — Interest  of  Each — Propor- 
tionate Amount — Appeal  from  Judg- 
ment of  Master :  Booth  v.  Booth,  49 ; 
3  O.  L.  R.  294. 

6.  Work  and  Labour— Defect  in  Build- 

ing—  Assent  —  Estoppel:  Holtby  v, 
French,  821. 

MEDICAL  HEALTH  OFFICER. 
See  Public  Health. 

MEDICAL  PRACTITIONER. 

Malpractice  —  Limitation  of  Actions  — 
Want  of  Care  —  Onus:  Town  v. 
Archer,  391;  4  O.  L.  R.  383. 

MERCANTILE  AGENCY. 
See   Guaranty,   2. 

MERGER. 
See  Dower,  4. 

MINES  AND   MINERALS. 

See  Company,  3— Estoppel  1,  2— Master 
and  Servant,  5,  (>— Specific  Per- 
formance, 9. 

MI  SREPRESENTATIONS. 
See  Fraud  and  Misrepresentation. 

MISTAKE. 

Money  overpaid  an  Mortgage — Ignorance- 
of  Facts — Executor— Costs:  McDer- 
mott  V.  Hickling,  19,  768. 

See  Deed,  1,  6,  7— Dower,  4— Judgment^ 
1— Landlord  and  Tenant,  9— Muni- 
cipal Elections,  2 — ^Pleading,  8. 
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MONEY. 

See  Fraudulent  Conveyance,  3. 

'  MONEY  IN  COURT. 

See    Lunatic,  2  —  Parliamentary    Elec- 
tions, 6. 

MORTGAGE. 

1.  Action  on  Covenant— Defence  of  Pay- 
ment —  Proimissory  Notes:  Pegg  v. 
Hamilton,  418,  633. 

2*  Action  on  Covenant— Interest-— Board 
in  Lieu  of— Settlement — ^Administra- 
tor: Rockett  V.  Rockett,  309. 

3.  Action  to  Enforce  by  Sale— Parties- 

Mortgagees  —  Separate  Advances  — 
Mortgagor — Administrator  •  Fox  v. 
Klein,  172. 

4.  Costs     of    Mortgagee  —  Unnecessary 

Proceedings— lender — Waiver:  Mid- 
dleton  V.  Scott,  536,  632;  4  O.  L. 
R.  459. 

5.  Covenant — Release— Right  of  Way- 

Action  on  by  Mortgagee  after  Re- 
lease—Further Evidence:  Re  Thu- 
resson,   McKenzie  v.   Thuresson,  4; 

3  O.  L.  R.  271. 

G.  Covenant — Release  of   Part   of  Land 
—Right   of   Way — Dedication  —  Ad- 
joining Owners:  Re  Thuresson,  Mc- 
•  Kenzie  v.  Thuresson,  437. 

7.  Default  of  Payment  of  Interest— Pos- 

session: Cot6  V.  Meloche,  802. 

8.  Mortgagee  in  Possession — Statute  of 

Limitations — Payment  by  Rents  and 
Profits — Account — Reference:  Cham- 
bers V.  McCombs,  689. 

9.  Pretended  Sale  under  Power— Fraud 

— Purchasers  for  Value  without 
Notice— Knowledge  of  Agent — Inter- 
est to  Conceal  —  Redemption — Com- 
l)eafeation:  Smith  v.  Hunt,  598,  798; 

4  O.  L.  R.  653. 

See  BankruptQy  and  Insolvency,  2  — 
Building  Society— Deed,  7,  8— Di- 
vision Courts,  3— Dower,  4— Estop- 
pel, 2 — Fixtures— Fraudulent  Con- 
veyance —  Judgment  Debtor,  4 — 
Mistake  —  Partition,  3  —  PleadiuK', 
10— Tenant '  for  Life— Will,  5,  8, 
24,  35,  36. 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS. 

1.  Bonus  —  Factory  —  Removal  of — By- 
law-Intention to  Remove:  Re  Vil- 
lage of  Markham  and  Town  of  Aur- 
ora, 289;  3  O.  L.  R.  609. 


2.  By-law — Contract  for  Lighting  —  Re- 
duction of  Price — Execution  of  Con- 
tract—  Part  Performance — ^Tax  By- 
law :  Citizens  Telephone  and  Electric 
Light  Co.  V.  Town  6f  Rat  Portage, 
42 ;  Town  of  Rat  Portage  v.  Citizens 
Electric  Co.  of  Rat  Portage,  44. 

3  By-law — Fireworks — Discretion  as  to. 
Enforcement— In jucy  to  Person  — 
Nonfeasance :  Brown  v.  City  of  Ham- 
ilton, 271 ;  4  O.  L  R.  249. 

4.  By-law  —  Invalidity  of  —  Pajrment  of 

Money  under  — Recovery  from  Cor- 
poration :  Cushen  v.  City  of  Hamil- 
ton. 441;  4  O.  L.  R.  265. 

5.  By-law — Livery    stable    keei)er — Dam- 

age to  Vehicle — Refusal  of  Hirer  to 
pay  tor — Conviction — Fi*je  :  Brothers 
V.  Alford,  31. 

6.  By-law — Intbxicating    Liquors — Local 

Option — Posting  in  Public  Places — 
Directions  to  Voters  —  Omissions  — 
Curative  Clause  of  Statuti' — Motion 
to  Quash — Status  of  Elector  to  Op- 
pose :  Re  Salter  and  Township  of 
Beckwith,  260;  4  O.  L.  R.  51. 

7.  By-law — Ordinary    Current    Expendi- 

ture— Borrowing  Money  to  Use  as 
Security  for  Appeal  in  Previous  Ac- 
tion— Appeal  for  Costs — Status  of 
Plaintiff:  Holmes  v.  Town  of  God- 
erich,'367.  814. 

8.  By-law — Prevention  of  Fires — Storing 

Combustible  Material  —  Statutes  — 
Construction — Ejusdem  Generis  Rule- 
— Constitutional  Law  —  Provincial. 
Legislation — Dominion  Legislation- 
Petroleum  Inspection  Act :  Rex  v. 
McGregor,  358 ;  4  O.  L.  R.  198. 

9.  By-law — Transient      traders — Convic- 

tion— Certiorari — Rijrht  taken  away 
by  Statute:  Rex  v.  St.  Pierre.  365;- 
4  O.  L.  R.  76. 

10.  By-law — Vehicles  standing  on  High- 
way —  Agreement  with  Railway 
Companies — Injunction  —  Quashing 
By-law — Public  Intert'St:  Canadian 
Pacific  R.  W.  Co.  v.  City  of  Toronto. 
2r»5. 

11.  By-law — Aid  to  Free  Library — Ne- 
cessity for  SubraIs.s1on  to  Popular 
Vote  —  Special  Rate  —  Construction 
of  Statute:  Hunt  v.  Town  of  Palm- 
erston,   791. 

12.  By-law— Diversion  of  Road — Interest 
of  Individuals— Contrary  to  Public 
Interest:  Re  Pelot  and* Township  of 
Dover,  792. 
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13.  Contract  —  Specifications  —  Injunc- 
tioa:  Allen  y.  City  of  Toronto,  518. 

14.  Contracts  iifith  Electric  Light  Com- 
panies— Use  of  Streets  —  Foles  and 
Wires — Proximity — Rival  Companies 
— Injunction :  Ottawa  Electric  Co. 
y.  Consumers'  Electric  Co.,  154. 

15.  Council — Power  to  Submit  Questions 
to  Electors  —  Proposed  Expenditure 
for  Sanitarium — Injunction:  King  y. 
City  of  Toronto,  843. 

16.  Council — Resolution  of— Trimming  of 

Trees  in  Streets— Towns  and  Vil- 
lages^Powers  of  Council — Neces- 
sity for  By-law:  Re  Allen  and  Town 
of  Napaoee,  634;  4  O.  L.  R.  582. 

17.  Ditch — Omstrnction  of  —  Absence  of 
By-law— Flooding  Lands  —  ijiability 
for  Damages:  Lawrence  v.  Town  of 
Owen  Sound,  559. 

18.  Drainage — Flooding  Private  Lands- 
Culvert  —  Increase  in  Rapidity  of 
Flow  of  Water — Cause  of  Action  : 
Swayzie  v.  Township  of  Montague, 
742. 

19.  Highway— Laying  Gas  Pipes  under — 

Permission  of  Council — Resolution — 
By-law :  Bowerman  v.  Town  of  Am- 
herstburg,  16. 

20.  Highway — Raising  Level  of— Injury 
to  Adjoining  Lund — Backing  Water 
on — Culvert — Inappreciable  Injury  : 
Turner  v.  Township  of  York,  723. 

21.  Liability  for  Acts  of  Treasurer — 
Power  to  Pledge  Credit — ^Advert' sing 
Tax  Sale:  Canadian  Bank  of  Com- 
merce V.  Town  of  Toronto  Junction, 
74 ;  3  O.  L.  R.  309. 

22.  Purchase  of  Electric  Light  Plant- 
Compulsory  Expropriation:  Iroquois 
Klectric  Light  Co.  v.  Village  of  Iro- 
quois, 306. 

I 

23.  Railway   Embankment — Damages  to 
adjacent  Property — Water— Liability 
of  Corporation:   Slinn  v.  City  of  Ot- 
tawa, 269. 

24.  Undertaking  to  Repair  and  Maintaiix 
Bridge — Contract  with  Ratepayers — 
Enforcement  —  Remedy  by  Indict- 
ment: Thompson  v.  Township  of 
Yarmouth,  5.56. 

See  Arbitration  and  Award,  4 — Assess- 
ment and  Taxes  —  Constitutional 
Law,  1— Costs,  8 — ^Indemnity — Ma- 
licious Arrest  and  Prosecution,  1 — 


Negligence,  1— Parties,  7.  10— Rail- 
ways, 4,  8— Schools,  1,  2  —  Street 
Railways,  6 — Survey — ^Timber  and 
Trees,  1— Way,  1-12,  16,  17. 

MUNICIPAL  ELECTIONS. 

1.  Contested  Election  —  Cross-examin- 

ation on  Affldavita— Discretion:  Rex 
ex  rel.   Ross  v.   Taylor,  2tS). 

2.  Contested  Election- Natice  of  Motion 

— ^Mistake   in  Return   Day — Amend- 
•  ment:  Rex  ex  rel.  Roberts  v.  Pods- 
ford,  223,  286;  3  O.  L.  R.  410. 

« 

3.  Contested  Election  —  Irregularities  — 

Saving  Clause:  Rex  ex  rel.  Ross  v. 
Taylor,  582. 

4.  Contested  Election  —  Irregularities  at 

Polls  —  Aldermen  of  City  —  Election 
by  General  Vote  —  Voters  Voting 
more  than  Once — ^Affecting  Result: 
Rex  ex  rel.  Roberts  v.  Ponsford,  590, 
645. 

5.  Contested  Election  —  Order  Quashing 

Quo  Warranto  Proceedings — Right 
of  Appeal — Power  to  Make  Order: 
Rex  ex  rel.  McFarlane  v.  Coulter, 
636;  4  O.  X.  R.  520. 

6.  Tampering  with  Ballots — Evidence  of 

Voters  as  to  Voting  —  Affidavits  — 
Supplementary  Oral  Testimony  — 
Cross-examination  —  Discretion — Ir- 
regularities: Rex  ex  rel.  Ivison  v. 
Irwin,  371;  4  O.  L.  R.  192. 

7.  Voter  Voting  more  than  Once — Maj<u^ 

ity — Presumption  —  Proof :  Rex  ex 
rel.  Tolmie  v.  Campbell,  268;  4. 
O.  L.  R.  25. 

See  Mandamus. 

MURDER. 

Sec  Criminal  Law,  8— Injunction,  2. 

NEGLIGENCE. 

1.  Injury  to  Person— Municipal  Corpora- 

tion— Work  on  Roads — ^Pathmaster 
— Relationship  of  Master  and  Ser- 
vant—Infant: Bock  V.  Township  of 
Wilmot,  415. 

2.  Injury  to  Person — Unsafe  Premises — 

Unheard  of  Nature  of  Accident  — 
Findings  of  Jury:  Fallis  v.  Gart- 
shore-Thompson  Pipe  Paundry  Co., 
348;  4  O.  L.  R.  176. 

3.  Injury  to  Volunteer — Machinery — De- 

fects— Duty — Delegation :  Pimperton 
v.  McKenzie,  835. 
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4.  Playing  Dangerous  Game  on  High- 
way —  Infant  —  Contributory  Negli- 
gence: Coburn  v.  Hardwick,  733. 

See  Bailment — Contract,  8 — Executors 
and  Administrators,  4,  9— Master 
and  Servant,  5-18--Principal  and 
Agent,  3— Railways,  3,  5-9— Street 
Railways— Way,  1-12. 

NEW  TRIAL. 

Absence  of  Material  Witness  —  Taking 
Chances  at  Trial:  Maclellan  v.  Ho- 
vey,.707. 

See  Appeal  to  Divisional  Court,  2 — 
Bills  of  Exchange  and  Promissory 
Notes,  6— Criminal  Law.  5.  9— Evi- 
dence, 1 — Master  and  Servant,  17, 
18— Street  Railways,  2. 

NEXT   FRIEND. 
See  Infant,  7 — Lunatic,  3. 

NEWSPAPER. 
See  Copyright— Defamation,  7. 

NONSUIT. 
See  Malicious  Arrest  and  Prosecution,  3. 

NOTICE. 

See  Bills  of  Exchange  and  Promissory 
Notes,  8— Company,  11— Fraud  and 
Misrepresentation,  3— Mortgage,  9. 

NOTICE  OF  ACTION. 
See  Malicious  Arrest  and  Prosecution,  ], 

NOTICE  OF  INJURY. 
See  Master  and  Servant,  14. 

NOTICE  OF  MOTION. 
See  Municipal  Elections,  2. 

NOTICE  TO  QUIT. 
See  Landlord  and  Tenant,  8. 

NOVATION. 
See  Contract,  18 — Guaranty,  1. 

NUISANCE. 
See  Company,  1. 

OBSTRUCTION  OP  HIGHWAY. 
See  Criminal  Law,  9. 


OFFICIAL  REFEREE. 
See  Referees. 

ORDER   IN   COUNCIL. 
See  Survey. 

OVERHOLDING  TENANTS  ACT. 
S«e  Landlord  and  Tenaat.  7,  8. 

OWNER. 

See  Mechanics'  Liens. 

PARENT  AND  CHILD. 

Liability  of  Parent  for  ChUd's  Tort— In- 
fant— Knowledge  —  Division  Courts- 
Act  :  McCann  v.  Slater,  132. 

See  Bills  of  Sale  and  Chattel  Mortgages. ■ 
2— Costs,  10— Criminal  Law,  3— 
Deej,  2— Gift,  3,  4— Infant,  3-5. 

PARLIAMENTARY  ELECTIONS. 

1.  Controverted      Election      Petition  — 

Clerical  Error — Service — Formal  Ob- 
jection—  Amendment:     Re     Centre- 
Bruce  Provincial   Election,   Stewart 
V.  Clark,  503:  4  O.  L.  R.  263. 

2.  Controverted  Election  Petition  —  De- 

posit—Rival   Claimants— Issue  :    Re- 
North  Waterloo  Election,  86. 

3.  Controverted      Election      Petition  — 

Status  of  Petitioner — Statement — 
Sufficiency — Defeated  Candidate:  Re- 
Stormont  Provincial  Election,  Mc- 
Laughlin V.  McCart,  504. 

4.  Controverted      Election       Petition  — 

Affidavit  of  Bona  Fides— Commis- 
sioner— Agent  for  Solicitor:  Re  Len-^ 
nox  Provincial  Election,  Perry  v. 
Carscallen,  730;  4  O.  L.  R.  647. 

5.  Controverted      Election      Petition  — 

Misdescription  of  Electoral  District: 
Re  Lincoln  Provincial  Election,  Mc- 
Kinnon  v.  Jessop,  564;  4  O.  L.  R. 
456. 

6.  Controverted      Election       Petition  — 

Deposit  —  Payment  Out  —  Petition 
Abandoned  before  Service — ^Grounds 
of  Abandonment — Affidavits  Deny- 
ing Collusion:  Re  West  Wellington 
Provincial  Election,  Patterson  v. 
Tucker,  629. 

7.  Corrupt    Practices— Bribery    by    Re- 

spondent— ^Bribery  by  Agents — Evi- 
dence— Hiring  Vehicles  —  Payment 
for  Vehicles  on  Polling  Day  :  Re 
Lennox  Provincial  Election,  Perry 
V.  Carscallen,  810. 
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8.  Carnipt  Practices— Hiring  Vehicles— 4.  Statement   of   Oiaim— Trade    Mark — 


Statutory  Declarations  of  Proposed 
Witnesses — Saving  Clause — "  Trifl- 
ing Extent  '*  —  Personal  Charges 
against  Respondent  —  Disagreement 
of  Judges:  Re  South  Oxford  Provin- 
cial Election.  795. 

"9.  Recount  of  Votes — Ballots — Crosses — 
Name  of  Candidate — ^Words — ^Inten- 
tion :  Ke  North  Grey  Provincial  Elec- 
tion, Boyd  V.  McKay,  474;  4  O.  L. 
R.  280. 

10.  Recount  of  Votes — Ballots— Irregular 

Marking— Initials  of  D.  R.  O.;  Re 
Muskoka  Provincial  Election,  Ma- 
haflfy  V.  Bridgland,  487;  4  O.  U  R. 
253. 

11.  Recount  of  Votes— Ballots — Marks — 
Crosses  —  Writing  —  Evidence :  Re 
Halton  Provincial  Election,  Nixon 
V.  Barber,  501;  4  O.  L.  U.  ^45. 


Infringement:  Morrison  v.  Mitchell, 
709. 

See    Defamation,    5— Discovery,    10  — 
Pleading,  10.. 

PARTIES. 

1.  Action  Brought  in  Name  of  "  C.   & 

Co."  —  Sole  Plaintiff  —  Rules  of 
Court:    Cummings  v.  Ryan,  149. 

2.  Adding  Parties— Joinder  of  Causes  of 

Action— Relief  over  — Third  Party: 
JLiangley  v.  Law  Society  of  Upper 
Canada,  143 ;  3  O.  L.  R.  245. 

3.  Adding    Plaintiffs— Consent— Verifica- 

tion by  Affidavit  —  Identity  of 
Names:    Webling  v.  Fick,  203. 

4.  Adding    Plaintiffs  —  Distinct    Causes 

of  Action  —  Election  to  Proceed 
with  One:  Plummer  v.  Sholdice,  789. 


12.  Recount  of  Votes — Ballots  not  Ob- 

if«n!.l^V^?''L5^-  ^'  i^~??'''S  ""^    5.  Representation    of    Classes-Appoint- 
Ballots— Crosses— Circular     Marks—     "*      JL^Z  ^m  a^i:^:*^.^Tj„i„  onft.    w„^.i 


ment  of  Solicitoi^Rule  200:    Ward 
V.  Benson,  24;  3  O.  L.  R.  199. 

6.  Striking  out — Improper  Joinder — ^Mat- 
ter of  Substance:  Morang  v.  Rose,  3 

13.  Recount  of  Vatcs— Ballots— Numbers  ^'  ^'  ^'  ^^' 

Ed:^a"r°rpTviS  %Wuo^.''^fl!    7-  Summa^y^  Applic^atioa  to_Q«.sh^M«ni- 


Words  —  Initials— Indefinite  Marks: 
Re  Lennox  Provincial  Election, 
Oarscallen  v.  Madole,  472;  4  O.  h. 
R.  378. 


liams  V.  Currie,  468;  4  O.  L.  fe.  255. 


14.  Recount  of  Votes — Notice  of  Appeal 
— Solicitor — Cross-appeal — Result    of 

—Re-opening  Original   Appeal:     Re  «    rphit-A     T>or+v— i 

North  Grey  Provincial  Election,  Mc-  ^-  -"-n!^^  t>^^I1IJ 

Kay  V.  Boyd,  483;  4  O.  L.  R.  286.  '°^-  ^^rent  \. 


cipal  By-law— Countermand — Motion 
to  Add  or  Substitute  New  Appli- 
cant: Re  Ritz  and  Village  of  New 
Hamburg,  574,  690;  4  O.  L.  R.  639. 


Notice — Time — Enlarg- 
Cook,  3  O.  L.  R.  350. 


15.  Voters-  List^Notice  of  Complaint-    »•  '^^^tel^^v'^^'T^U^^*^^  a 


Statement  of  Grounds — Signing  by 
Complainant — Amendment:  Re  Car- 
ietoii  I'iace  \  oters'  Lists,  106 ;  3  O. 
L.  It.  223. 

See  Pleading,  9. 

PARTICULARS. 

J.  Further  Particulars — Interpleader  Is- 
sue —  Credits  —  Settled  Account: 
Tawse  v.  Seguin,  14,  6t>. 

2.  Statement  of  Defrnce  —  Material  on 
Application  for — issue  Joined:  Uda 
V.  Algoma  Central  K.  W.  Co.,  246; 

o.  Statement  of  Claim— Action  to  Set 
aside  Resolution  of  Shareholders  of 
Company — Allegation  of  Non-com- 
pliance with  Companies  Acts — Sub- 
mibsion  to  Court:  Maclean  v.  Wood, 
703. 


L.  R.  120. 

10.  Third  Party— Action  to  Set  aside 
Tax  Sale — Claim  by  Purchaser  to 
Rejief  over  against  Municipality : 
Farmers*  Loan  and  Savings  Co.  v. 
Hickey,  695. 

11.  Unincorporated  Voluntary  Associa- 
tion-Motion to  Strike  Out  Name- 
Injunction  —  Trial  —  Pleading  — 
Costs:  Metallic  Roofing  Co.  v.  Local 
Union  No.  30,  Amalgamated  Sheet 
Metal  Workers'  International  Assn.; 
573,  644. 

See'  Action,  1— Appeal  to  Court  of  Ap- 
peal, 9.  13— Costs,  1,  3,  17— Discov- 
ery—Indemnity— Infant,  6,  8— Me- 
chanics* Liens,  4 — Mortgage,  3 — 
Parliamentary  Elections,  3— Plead- 
ing, 3— Will,  1— Writ  of  Sammons\ 
4. 
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PARTITION. 

1.  Right  to — Executor — Devisees :  Re  As- 

selstine,   178. 

2.  Sale— Oral     Agreement  —  Statute     of 

Frauds  —  Part  Performance  —  Ac- 
quiescence— Arbitration  or  Valuation 
— Notice:  Joyce  v.  Joyc^,  479. 

S.  Tenant  by  the  Curtesy— Mortgagees- 
Judgment  Creditor  of  Owner  of  In- 
terest: Bank  of  Hamilton  v.  Hurd, 
456. 

4,  Tenants  in  Common — Expensive  Pro- 
ceedings— Leave  to  Proceed  with 
Former  Acticui — Terms:  Mathews  v. 
Mathews,  844. 

See  Costs,  5— Evidence,  5— Infant,  6. 

PARTNERSHIP. 

1.  Authority   of    Partner  — Bill   of   Ex- 

change— Notice:  Bank  of  Ottawa  v. 
Lewis,  71. 

2.  Contract— Interest — Liability  of  Part- 

ner —  Holding  out:  Deering  v. 
Beatty,  303. 

3.  Co-partner  —  Offer   to    Sell    Share   to 

— Acceptance — Specific  Performance 
—  Improvidence  —  Security — Costs: 
Pilgrim  v.  Cummer,  531. 

4.  Judgment  —  Settlement— Accounting  : 

West  V.  Benjamin,  212. 

« 

6.  Practice— Appearance  as  for — Foreign 
Corporation  Carrying  on  Business 
without  License  :  Duthrie  v.  Mc- 
Dearmott,  776. 

See  Attachment  of  Goods— Chose  in  Ac- 
tion—Contract, 15— Costs,  7— Ship.. 
2. 

PATENT  FOR  INVENTION. 

1.  Contract  —  License  —  Alteration    in 

Article — Consideration:  MacLaugh- 
Un  V.  Lake  Erie  and  Detroit  River 
R.  W.  Co.,  266,  428;  3  O.  L.  R.  706. 

2.  Infringement — Foreign  patent — Appli- 

cation for  Canadian  Patent— Time- 
Evidence:  Milner  v.  Kay,  200. 

3.  Infringement — Novelty  —  Onus:    Lang 

V.  McAllister,  455. 

4.  Infringement— Action  for  —  Motion  to 

Stay— Proposal  to  Proceed  in  Ex- 
chequer Court  to  Avoid  Patent  : 
Parramore  v.  Boston  Mfg.  Co.,  643, 
4  O.  L.  R.  627. 

See  Discovery,  8— Pleading,  4. 


PATHMASTER. 

See  Negligence,  1. 

PAYMENT. 

See  Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency,  6 — 
Company,  12— Mortgage,  1,  18— 
Municipal  Corporations,  4 — Sale  of 
Goods,  7,  10. 

PAYMENT  INTO  COURT. 

See  Attachment  of  Debts — Judgment,  3 
— Lunatic,  2— Pleading,  8. 

PAYMENT  OUT  OF  COURT. 

See  Parliamentary  Elections,  6. 

PENALTY. 
See  Pleading,  9. 

PENSION. 

See  Benefit  Society. 

PERPETUITY. 

See  Will,  21. 

PLEADING. 

1.  Counterclaim  by  Executor  for  Estate 

— Claim  to  Arrears  of  Annuity  — 
Release— Striking  out  Counterclaim: 
Hume  V.  Hume,  156,  187. 

2.  Counterclaim — Striking  out  —  Defend- 

ants to  Counterclaim  out  of  Jurisdic- 
tion—Foreign Trade  Mark,  Subject 
of  ^Counterclaim  —  Hardship— Injus- 
tice: Dunlop  Pneumatic  Tire  Cq  v. 
Ryckman,  699,  820. 

3.  Counterclaim — Striking   out  —  Parties 

—Action  by  Execution  Creditor  of 
Husband  to  Declare  Wife  Trustee 
for  Husband — Counterclaim  by  Hus- 
band for  Debt  Assigned  to  him :  En- 
nis  V.  Reade,  652. 

4.  Counterclaim — Striking    out  —  Patent 

for  Invention — ^Trade  Mark  —  Con- 
tract for  Right  to— Breach  of— In- 
junction: McAvity  V.  Morrison,  552, 
632. 

5.  Statement     of      Claim  —  Declaratory 

Judgment  —  Statements  of  Reasons 
for  Seeking  Relief — Embarrassment 
— Pleading  to  Claim — Waiver:  Har- 
ris V.  Harris,  684,  734. 

6.  Statement  "  of     Claim  —  DeliveiT     of 

Amended  Pleading— Time— Leave — 
Consent— Order  Validating— Terms- 
Stay  of  Proceedings— Payment  of 
Costs:  Anthony  v.  Blain,  841. 
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7.  Statement     rvf     Claim  —  Alternative 

Claim — Sale  or  Conversion  —  Doubt- 
ful Facts:  Leader  t.  Siddall,  337. 

8.  Statement  of  Claim  —  Amendment  — 

Diligence  in  Moving  —  Mistake  — 
Money  paid  into  Court :  Chevalier  v. 
Ross,  12,  115 ;  3  O.  L.  K.  219. 

0.  Statement  of  Claim  —  Amendment  — 
Election— Penalty  —  Writ  of  Sum- 
mons— Discovery  —  Dominion  Elec- 
tions Act:  Rose  v.  Croden,  170;  3 
O.  L.   R.  383. 

10.  Statement  of  Claim  —  Particulars- 
Mortgage — Sale  under  Power— Con- 
spiracy— Account:  Huffman  v.  Hull, 
242. 

11.  Statement  of  Dt»ffnce  —  Leave  to 
Amend — Adding  Defence — Attaching 
Order:    Gearing  v.  McGee,  213. 

See  Defamation,  5,  6,  7— Judgment,  4— 
Particulars— Railways;  10— Sale  of 
Goods,  1,  5.  7,  8— Specific  Per- 
formance. 2,  9— Title  to  Land,  3— 
Trade  Mark.  5. 

PLEDGE. 

Bailment  of  Animal— Pasturage— Subse- 
quent Advances  —  Distinction  be- 
tween Pledge  and  Chattel  Mortgage: 
Kelly  V.  Pollock,  735. 

POLICE  MAGISTRATE. 
See  Mandamus. 

POWER  OF   ATTORNEY. 
See  Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency,  6. 

PUACTICE. 

See  Action  —  Administration  Order  — 
Administrator  ad  Litem — Appeal  to 
Court  of  Appeal  —  Appeal  to 
Divisional  Court  —  Appeal  to  High 
Court— Appeal  to  Supreme  Court 
of  Canada  —  Appearance — Arbitra- 
tion and  Award,  1  —  Arrest  — 
Bail  —  Building  Society  —  Certio- 
rari —  Company,  14  —  Costs  — 
County  Courts — Courts — Creditors* 
Relief  Act  —  Discovery  —  Division 
Courts — Evidence-^Execution,  2— 
Executors  and  Administrators,  7 — 
Infant — Injunction  —  Judgment  — 
Judgment  Debtor — Jury — Jury  No- 
tice— Li'is  Pendens — Lunatic  —  Me- 
chanics' Liens,  1  —  Mortgage,  4  — 
Municipal  Elections,  1,  2.  5,  (5 — 
Parliamentary  Elections,  i-6.  14 — 
Particulars"  —  Parties— Pleading- 
Referees  —  Settled  Estates  Act  — 
Solicitor,  1— Venue— Writ  of  Sum- 
mons. 


PREFERENCE. 
See  Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency. 

PRESCRIPTION. 

See  Limitation  of  Actions — Water  and 
Watercourses,  5— Way,  14. 

PRESSURE. 

See  Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency. 

PRESUMPTION. 

See  Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency — Muni- 
cipal Elections,  7. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

1.  Commission    on    Sale    of    Land— Re- 

opening Negotiations  —  Agent's  Ad- 
vertising Expenses:  Thompson  v. 
King.  119. 

2.  Company— Liability    of — Holding    out 

of  Person  as  Ueneral  Manager — 
Costs:  Davis  v.  Rideau  Lake  Navi- 
gation Co.,  229. 

3.  Contract    of    Agent— Negligent    Per- 

formance —  Fire  Insurance  —  Dam- 
ages: Baxter  v.  Jones,  554;  -i  O.  L. 
B.  541. 

4.  Purchase  of  Go<¥ls  by  Agent — Com- 

mission— Damages:  Henry  v.  Ward, 
652. 

5.  Undisclosed     Principal  —  Action     by 

Agent — Breach  of  Contract — Con- 
struction of  Roof  ^Guarantee — Re- 
presentation as  to  Ownership — Ad- 
dition of  Principal  as  Party — Re- 
covery— Damages:  Abbott  v.  Atlan- 
tic Refining  Co.,  701;  4  O.  L.  R.  701. 

See  Bills  of  Exchange  and  Promissory 
Notes,  3,  4  —  Company,  6— Insur- 
ance, 3,  IG — ^Master  and  Servant,  1 
— Solicitor,  3  —  Specific  Perform- 
ance, 1,  3— Writ  of  Summons,  1. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 

See  Guaranty. 

PRIVATE    INTERNATIONAL    LAW. 

See  Lunatic. 

PRIVILEGE. 

See  Defamation,  1,  2,  3— Discovery. 

PRODUCTION  OF  DOCUMENTS. 

See  Discovery. 
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PROHIBITION. 
See  County  Courts,  1 — Division  Courts. 

PROMISSORY  NOTES. 

See  Bills  of  Exchange  and  Promissory 
Notes — ^Contract,  3. 

PROVINCIAL  LEGISLATURES. 
See  Constitutional  Law. 

PUBLIC   HEALTH. 

Contagious  Disease — Services  of  Physi- 
cian— ^Remuneration — Action  to  Re- 
cover— Board  of  Health — Medical 
Health  Officer  —  Liability — Manda- 
mus— Costs:  Bibby  v.  Davis,  189. 

PUBLIC  SCHOOLS. 
See  Schools. 

PUBLICATION. 
See  Defamation,  1. 

RAILWAYS. 

1.  Bonds— Collateral   Security — Injury  — 

Judgment  —  Reference  :  Knicker- 
bocker Trust  Co.  of  New  York  v. 
Brockville,  Westport,  aud  Sault 
Ste.  Marie  R.  W.  Co.,  311. 

2.  Carriage  of  Goo(!s  —  Non-delivery  — 

Place — Refusal  to  Accept — End  of 
Transitus  —  Bailees  —  Damages: 
Frankel  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  W.  Co., 
254,  339,  396. 

3.  Carriage  of  Goods — Misdelivery — New 

Contract— Breach — Negligence:  Arm- 
strong V.  Michigan  Central  R.  W. 
Co.,  714. 

4.  Highway    Crossing — Compensation  to 

Municipality — Private  Ownership — 
Construction — '*At  or  near  "  City  — 
Power  to  take  through  County:  Mon- 
treal and  Ottawa  R.  W.  Co.  v.  City 
of  Ottawa,  349;  4  O.  L.  R.  56; 
Canada  Atlantic  R.  W.  Co.  v.  City  of 
Ottawa,  377;  4  O.  L.  R.  75. 

C  Injury  to  Passenger—Alighting  from 
Moving  Oar  —  Contributory  Neglig- 
ence :  Keith  v.  Ottawa  and  New 
York  R.  W.  Co..  104,  749;  3  O.  L. 
R.  265. 

a.  Injury  to  Person  Crossing  Tracks- 
Negligence  —  Proximate  Cause  — 
Right  to  Lay  Tracks:  Bonnville  v. 
Grand  Trunk  R.  W.  Co..  304. 


7.  Injury  to  Person  Crossing  Tracks- 

Negligence  —  Contribut<iry  Negli- 
gence— Findings  of  Jury:  Lennox  v. 
Grand  Trunk  R.  W.  Co.,  771. 

8.  Injury  to  Person — Negligence  of  Ser- 

vants —  Crossing  —  Non-repair  of 
Highway — Municipal  Corporation- 
Damages — Loss  of  Consortium:  Hol- 
den  V.  Township  of  Yarmouth,  557. 

9.  Passenger — Special  Contract  —  Condi- 

tions— Failure  to  Perform — Ejection 
from  Train:  Taylor  v.  Grand  Trunk 
R.  W.  Co.,  447;  4  O.  L.  R.  357. 

10.  Pleading— Amendment  —  Damages — 
Removal  of  Workshops — Statutes  — 
Town  of  Whitby  v.  Grand  Trunk  R. 
W.  Co.,  292 ;  3  O.  L.  K.  636. 

• 

See  Arbitration  and  Award,  1,  4— Costs, 
4  —  Discovery,  3 — Judgment,  2  — 
Municipal  Corporations,  10,  16— 
Street    Railways— Way,    14,    17. 

RATES. 

See  Assessment  and  Taxes. 

RATIFICATION. 

See  Bills  of  Exchange  and  Promissory 
Notes,  8— Infant,  2,  7— Ship,  2. 

REAL    PROPERTY    LIMITATION 

ACT. 

See  Limitation  of  Actions. 

RECEIPT. 
See  Insurance,  6. 

RECEIVER. 

See  Costs,  7 — Fraudulent  Conveyance, 
3— Judgment  Debtor.  4. 

RECORD   OF   ACQUITTAL. 
See  Malicious  Arrest  and  Prosecution,  2. 

RECOUNT^ 

See  Parliamentary  Elections,  9-14. 

REDEMPTION. 

See  Assessment  and  Taxes,  13— Deed, 
1,— Mortgage,  9. 

REFEREES. 

i 

Drainage  Referee — Official  Referee — ^Arbi- 
tration Act :  McClure  v.  Township  of 
Brooke,  Bryo<»  v.  Township  of 
Brooke,  274,  324,  835;  4  O.  L.  K.  97. 

See  Sale  of  Goods,  1. 
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REFERENCE. 

Stay  of,  pending  Appeal  from  Judg- 
ment Directing  Reference:  Monro  v. 
Toronto  R.  W.  Co..  813. 

See  Covenant,  1— Dower,  5 — ^Judgment, 
&— Lunatic,  2— Mortgage,  8— Rail- 
ways, 1— Specific  Performance,  13 
—Street  Railways,  5— Will,  26. 

REFORMATION. 

t 
See  Contract,  11— Deed,  6,  7.   ' 

REGISTRY  LAWS. 
See  Estoppel,  2. 

RELEASE. 
See  Mortgage,  6,  6— Pleading,  1. 

RELIEF  OVER. 
See  Parties,  10— Way,  7. 
REPORT. 

See  Appeal  to  Divisional  Court.  4— 
Dower,  5— Interest,  2— Lunatic,  2 
—Will,  26. 

RES  JUDICATA. 

Division  Court  Action — Settlement  be- 
fore Trial— No  Bar  to  Subsequent 
Action:  Williams  v.  Cook,  133. 

See  Company,  5— Schcwls,  5— Will,  32— 
Writ  of  Summons,  5. 

RESCISSION   OF   LEASE. 

See  Landlord  and  Tenant,  11. 

RESIDENCE. 

See  Lunatic. 

RESTRAINT  OF  TRADE. 

See  Covenant. 

RESTRAINT  ON  ALIENATION. 

See  Will.  31,  32. 

REVENUE. 

Succession  Duty  —  Provisions  of  Will  — 
Future  Estates— Future  Enjoyment 
— Duty  not  Presently  Payable:  At- 
torney-General V.  Toronto  General 
Trusts  Corporation,  807. 

See   Copyright— Will,   35. 

REVERSION. 

See  Waste. 


REVOCATION. 

See  Executors  and  Administrators 
Will,  1. 

RIGHT  OF   WAY. 
See  Easement,  2 — ^Mortgage,  6,  6. 
RIVERS  AND   STREAMS. 
See  Water  and  Watercourses. 

RULE  NISL 
See  Criminal  Law,  10. 

RULES  OF  COURT. 
See  Mechanics*  Liens,  1 — ^Parties,  1 

SALE  OF  GOODS. 


1.  Action  for  Price  —  Counterclaim  for 

Damages— Report  of  Referee — Vary- 
ing on  Appeal— Further  Directions — 
Costs:  O^taur  Cycle  Co.  v.  HilU 
229. 

2.  Conditional    Sale — Hire    R»»ceipt— Re- 

moval of  Goods:  Sharkey  v.  Wil- 
liams, 135,  419. 

3.  Conditional  Sale — Name  of  Vendor- 

Option  to  Purchase:  Mason  v.  Lind- 
say, 561,  583;  4  O.  L.  R,  365. 

4.  Contract — ^Breach  —  Warranty  —  De- 

fect: Williams  v.  Cook,  133. 

5.  Counterclaim  —  Onus:    Rat    Portage 

Lumber  Co.  v.  Kendall,  197. 

6.  Entire  Contract— Property  not   Pass- 

ing— Action  for  Price  —  Deduction 
for  Defects  —  Damages:  Crouipton 
and  Knowles  Loom  Works  v.  Hoff- 
man, 717. 

7.  Payment  for  —  Covenant — Aeticm  on 

— Counterclaim  for  Non-delivery  of 
Part — Nominal  Damages:  Delahey 
V.  Reid,  522. 

8.  Property  not  Passing — ^Breach  of  War- 

ranty —  Counterclaim  —  Pleading: 
Marks  v.  Waterous  Engine  Works 
Co.,  148. 

9.  Refusal   of   Vendor  to   Deliver   untif 

Payment  —  Breach  of  Contract  — 
Damages  —  Reference:  Phelps  v. 
McLachlin,  806. 

10.  Unascertained  Goods  —  Contract  — 
Anpropriaticui— Passing  of  Property 
—  Acceptance  and  Part  Payment : 
Southampton  Lumber  Co.  v.  Austin^ 

548. 
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11.  Warranty — Breach  —  Bemedy — Con- 
tribution: Ferguson  v.  Arkell,  190. 

See    Guaranty,    2— Interest,    2— Plead- 
ing, 7. 

SALE  OF  LAND. 

See  Company,  3 — Dower,  5 — Execution, 
4 — Partition,  2  —  Principal  and 
Agent,  1 — Specific  Performance — 
Timber  and  Trees,  2 — ^Vendor  and 
Purchaser. 

SCALE  OF  COSTS. 
See  Costs,  7. 

SCHOOLS. 

1.  Public  Schools  —  Expenditure  —  An- 

nual Estimates— Powers  and  Duties 
of  Municipal  Council  and  School 
Board:  Re  Toronto  Public  School 
Board  and  City  of  Toronto,  443; 
4  O.  L.  R.  468. 

2.  Public  Schools— Model  School— Town 

Separate  from  County— Liability  of 
County:  Toronto  Junction  Public 
School  Board  v.  County  of  York, 
216;  3  O.  L.  R.  416. 

3.  Public  School  Sections— Alteration  of 

Boundaries — Reference  —  Award — 
Union  instead  of  Alteration:  Re 
Southwold  School  Sections,  32;  3 
O.  L.  R.  81. 

4.  Public  School  Site — Change  of — Meet- 

ing of  Ratepayers — Arbitration — In- 
valid Award- Mandamus:  Re  Cart- 
wright  School  Trustees  and  Town- 
ship of  Cartwright,  387,  477;  4  O. 
L.  R.  272,  278. 

5.  Public  School  Site — Change  of— Trus- 

tees —  Adoption  by  KatepaytTs' 
Meeting  —  Resolution  —  Minut»*«  — 
Evidence  dehors  —  Inspector — Arbi- 
tration— Award  —  Injuncticm  —  Es- 
toppel—Res Judicata — Reverting  to 
Former  Site  after  Change — Resolu- 
tion of  Ratepayers  —  Poll — Qualifi- 
cation of  Voters — Scrutiny:  Mc- 
Lean V.  Robertson,  578. 

SEAL. 
See  Company,  2. 

SECURITY  FOR  COSTS. 

See  Appeal  to  Court  of  Appeal,  1,  10, 
18— Costs,  10-14. 


SEDUCTION. 

Evidence — ^Action  Brought  for  Daugh- 
ter's Benefit— Judge's  Charge — Cred- 
ibility of  Witnesses — Rejection  of 
Evidence — Miscarriage:  Grainger  v. 
Hamilton,  819. 

SERVICE  OF  PAPERS. 

See  Execution,  3 — Mechanics'  Liens.  1 
—Parliamentary   Elections,  1— Writ 
of  Summons. 

SERVITUDE. 
See  Easement. 

SESSIONS. 
See   Certiorari. 

SET-OFF. 

See  Appeal  to  Court  of  Appeal,  18— 
Contract,  19— Costs,  15  — District 
Courts— Execution,  3  —  Work  and 
Labour. 

SETTLED    ESTATES    ACT. 

Leave  to  Petition  under^-Status  of  Ap- 
plicants:   Re  Asselbtine,  178. 

SETTLEMENT    OF    ACTION. 

See  Parties,  9-rRes  Judicata  —  Solici- 
tor, 1. 

SHARES. 

See   Building   Society  —  Company,   4-8,. 
10-12— Contract,    5   —   Fraud    and 
Misrepresentation,  2,  3  —  Particu- 
lars, 3. 

SHERIFF. 
See  Chose  in  Action — Trade  Mark,  3. 

SHIP. 

1.  Charterparty  —  Breach  —  Time  — 

"  Load,"    Meaning    of — Measure    of' 
Damages:     Midland  Navigation  Co. 
V.  Dominion  Elevator  Co.,  593. 

2.  Contract  to  Sell — Co-owners — Partner- 

ship— Authority  of  One  Co-owner 
to  Bind  the  Other  —  Ratification- 
Specific  Performance  —  Damages:. 
Bentley  v.  Murphy,  273,  72l5,  845. 

SLANDER. 

See  Defamation—Injunction,  2. 
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SOLICITOR. 

•1.  Costs— CoUasiye  Settlement  of  Action 
— ^Notice  of  Lien:  McCauley  v.  But- 
ler, 72,  343. 

:2.  Investment  of  Money  —  Liability  to 
Client— Guaranty:  Lewis  v.  Ellis, 
356. 

-S,  Right  to  Commission  on  Sale— Disclo- 
sure of  Agency:  McCallough  v.  Hull, 
4ol. 

4.  Solicitor's  Costs— Consolidation  af  Ac- 
tions:   Re  Wickett,  554. 

See  Costs,  8— Discovery,  7,  12— Gift,  1, 
2— Master    and    Servant,    19— Par- 
liamentarv    Elections,   4,    14— Par-, 
ties,   5 — Specific   Performance,   2— 
Trusts  and  Trustees,  1,  3. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

1.  Agent — Fraud  —  Amendment — Delay : 
•     Aitcheson  v.  McKelvey,  51,  355. 

I 
.2.  Contract  for  Sale  of  Land— Alteration 
of  Written  Offer— Onus — Damages — 
Pleading— Division  Court  —  Claim 
within  Jurisdiction  of— Costs— Soli- 
citor: Prittie  V.  Liaughton,  185. 

3.  Contract  for  Sale  of  Land  —  Corre- 

spondence —  Statute  of  Frauds  — 
Agent:    White  v.  Malcolm,  302. 

4.  Contract   for   Sale  of  Land— Posses- 

sion:   Abbott  V.  Gustin,  482. 

5.  Contract  for   Sale   of   Land— Posses- 

sion— Waiver  —  Improvements — Ac- 
count— Title  by  Possession  —  Costn: 

Rankin  v.  Sterling,  243 ;  3  O.  L.  R. 

640. 

6.  Contract  for  Sale  of  Land— Shortage 

— Statement  of  Vendor  —  Laches: 
Reilly  v.  McDonald,  196. 

7.  Contract  for  Sale  of  Land— Time— Es- 

sence ot — Delay — \\aiver:  ix>ng  v, 
Eby.  420. 

8.  Contract  for  Sale  of  Land  —  Verbal 

Contract  —  Possession  —  Part  Pay- 
ment— Conveyance:  McLaughlin  v. 
Mayhew,  308. 

-9.  Contract  to  Incorporate  CompaBy  — 
Sale  of  Mining  Land— Foreign  In- 
corporation —  Pleading  —  Amend- 
ment:   Clark  V.  Walsh,  228. 

.10.  Lease — Possession  —  Verbal  Agree- 
ment for  Purchasie — Acts  Referable 
to  Agreement:  Howard  v.  Quigley, 
96. 


11.  Lease— Undertaking  to  Build— Non- 
performance in  Lifetime  of  Lessor 
— Devise  to  Lessee— Damages:  Re 
Murray,  676;  4  O.  L.  R.  418. 

12.  Part  Performance  of  Contract  for 
Sale  of  Land  —  Evidence  of  Acts 
Constituting:  Bodwell  v.  McNiven, 
841. 

13.  Timber  Limita—Oontract  for  Sale  of 
— Correspondence  —  Completed  Con- 
tract —  Statute  of  Frauds  —  Mis- 
understanding-Title —  Judgment  — 
Reference:  Benton  v.  Playfair,  599. 

See  Partnership,  3— Ship— Street   Rail- 
ways, 5. 

STATEMENT  OF  CLAIM. 

See  Mechanics'  Liens,  1— Pleading,  5-10 
—Trade  Mark,  5. 

STATEMENT  OF  DEFENCE. 
See  Pleading,  11. 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 

See  Guaranty,  1,  2-^Master  and  Ser- 
vant, 4— Partitioni_2— Specific  Per- 
formance, 3.  13— Will,  31. 

STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS. 
See  Limitation  of  Actions. 

STATUTES. 

See  Appeal  to  Court  of  Appeal,  6,  7,  8 — 
Arbitration  and  Award,  3-— Assess- 
ment and  Taxes,  2,  6.  16— Consti- 
tutional Law  —  Copyright — ^Mech- 
anics' Liens,  1 — Municipal  Corpor-  • 
ations,  8,  9,  11 — Railways,  10— 
Street  Railways,  5  — Timber  and 
Trees,  1— Trusts  and  Trustees,  1— 
Will,  33. 

STAY  OF  PROCEEDINGS. 

See  Action,  1— Appeal  to  Court  of  Ap- 
peal, 20— Insurance,  13  —  Patent 
for  Invention,  4— Pleading.  6. 

STREAMS. 

See  Water  and  Watercourses. 

STREET  RAILWAYS. 

1.  Injury  to  Passenger— Scope  of  Con- 
ductor's Authority:  Dawdy  v.  Ham- 
ilton, Grimsby,  and  Beamsville 
Electric  R.  W.  Co.,  364,  781. 
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2.  Injury  to  Person — Negligence — Acci- 
dent —  Evidence  —  Misdirection  — 
Damages — New  trial :  Witty  v.  Lon- 
don Street  R.  W.  CJo.,  288. 

S.  Injury  to  Person  —  Negligence — Colli- 
sion —  Contributory  Negligence  — 
Proximate  Cause:  O  Hearn  v.  Town 
of  Port  Arthur,  '6T6 ;  4  O.  L.  R.  209. 

4.  Injury  to  Person  —  Negligence — Duty 

— ^J  ury — Damages  —  tceouction  of : 
Ford  V.  Metropolitan  R.  W.  Co.. 
318 ;  4  O.  L.  R.  29. 

5.  Municipality — Agreement  with  —  Spe- 

cific Performance  —  Bond — ^Injunc- 
tion— Reference  as  to  Damages — 
Transportation  of  Freight — Resolu- 
tion of  Council— Statutes:  City  of 
Ottawa  V.  Ottawa  Electric  U.  W. 
Co..  830. 

See    assessment    and    Taxes,    12,    10 — 
Way,  12. 

SUBPOENA. 
See  Discovery,  5. 

SUBROGATION. 
See  Dower,  4— Tenant  for  Lif*. 

SUCCESSION  DUTY. 
See  Revenue. 

SUMMARY    CONVICTION. 
See  Criminal  Law. 

SUMMARY  JUDGMENT. 
See  Judgment.  6,  7. 

SUMMARY  TRIAL. 
See  Criminal  Law. 

SUNDAY. 

See  Constitutionn.l  Lnw,  2 — Contract,  7 
— Landlord  and  Tenant,  11. 

SUF?REME  COURT  OF  CANADA. 

See  Appeal  to  Supreme  Court  of  Can- 
ada. 

SURGEON. 

See  Medical  Practitioner. 

SURROGATE  COURTS. 

See  Appeal  to  Court  of  Appeal,  17— 
Appeal  to  Divisional  Court,  3 — Ex- 
ecutors and  Administrators,  8. 


SURVEY. 

Village  Lots  —  Authorixation— Statutory 
Kequirements  —  Order  in  Council  — , 
Resolutions  of  Municipal  Council — 
By-law  —  Cost  of  Survey  —  Assess- 
ment for:  Sutton  v.  Village  of  Port 
Carling,  07;  3  O.  L.  R.  445. 

See  Criminal  Law,  ^— Way,  10. 

SURVIVORSHIP. 

See  Gift,  1. 

TAX  SALE. 

See  Assessment  and  Taxes,  11,  13,  14,. 
15— Municipal  Corporations,  21. 

TAXATION  OF  COSTS. 

See  Costs,  15,  16— Executors  and  Ad- 
ministrators, 3. 

TAX  SALE. 

Se«  Assessment  and  Taxes,  13,  14,  Vj 
—Parties,  10. 

TAXES. 

See  Assessment  and  Taxes. 

•     TELEPHONE. 

See  Constitutional  Law,  1. 

TENANT  BY  THE  CURTESY. 

See  Partition,  3— Title  to  Land,  3. 
TENANT  FOR  LIFE. 

Waste  —  Cutting  Timber  —  Remainder- 
man— Injunction  —  Mortgage — Sub- 
rogation :  Whitesell  v.  Reece,  516. 

TENANTS  IN  COMMON. 

See  Execution,  1— Partition,  4. 

TENDER. 

See  Mortgage,  4. 

THEFT. 

See  Criminal  Law,  13. 

THIRD   PARTIES. 

See  Indemnity— Parties,  2,  8,  9,  10. 

TIMBER  AND  TREES. 

1.  Growing  Trees  —  Highway —  "  Left 
Standing" — Municipal  Corporation- 
Statutes:  WolflP  V.  Kehoe,  78. 
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:2.  Salo  of  Standing  Timber— Interest  in 
Land — Vendor's  Lien  —  Injunction: 
Ford  V.  UodKson,  121;  3  O.  L.  R. 
526. 

See  ContriK-t,  12,  14,  IG— Conversion,  2 
—  Municipal  Corporations,  16  — 
Specific    l*»»rformauce,    13 — Tenant 
fur  I  Ate — Trespass,  1 — ^Waste. 

TIME. 

-See  Appeal  to  Court  of  Appeal,  1 — Ap- 
peal to  Supreme  Court  of  Canada, 
JJ  —  Assessment  and  Taxes,  1  — 
Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency,  3,  4 — 
Contract,  2,  7— Costs,  17— Criminal 
I^aw,  11— Jury  —  Malicious  Arrest 
and  Prosecution,  1  —  Parties,  8 — 
l*atent  for  Inventian,  2— Pleadinj^  (} 
— Sliii),  1 — Specific  Performance,  7. 

TITLE    TO    LAND. 

1,  Registered     Title  —  Appurtenances: 

Greisnuin  v.  1^'ine,  479. 

2.  Registered  Title — Real  Property  Lim- 

itation Act:  Central  Canada  L.  &  S. 
Co.  V.  I'orter,  482. 

0.  Statute  of  Limitations — Declaration— 

IMeading — Poss(»ssiou  —  Tenancy  by 
the  Curtesy— Devolution  of  Estates 
Act  —  Improvements  :  Chevalier  v. 
Tn»panuier,  847. 

See  >'endor  and  I*urchaser,  4. 

TOLLS. 
:See  Water  and  Watercourses,  4. 

TORT. 
See  Division  Courts,  7. 

TRADE  MARK. 

1.  Infringement— Trade  Union — U&er  by 

Non-members:  Rol>iuson  v.  MclA>od. 
83. 

-2.  Proper  Subject  of — Words  of  Descrip- 
tion-Right by  User — lnjuncti(m  — 
Abandonment :  Gillett  v.  Lumsden. 
4HS:  4  O.  L.  R.  300. 

^3.  Purchaser  from  Sheriff  under  Execu- 
tion —  Right  to  Restrain  Infringe- 
ment: (iegg  V.  Bassett,  3  G.  L.  R, 
2153. 

4.  Registration  —  Descriptive  Letters  — 
Secondary    Meaning — Proof    of    Ac- 

?uisition   of  —   P^raud — Deception — 
nfringement   —   Delay   and   At*qui- 
escence — Injunction — Damages  —  In- 
quiry: Provident  Chemical  Works  v. 
Canada  Chemical  -Mfg.   Co.,  618;  4 
^0.  L.  K.  545. 


5.  Statement  of  Claim  —  Particulars- 
Infringement:  Morrison  v.  Mit- 
chell, 838. 

See  Industrial  Design — Particulars,  4 — 
Pleading,  2,  4. 

TRADE  NAME. 

Infringement  —  "Caledonia  Water"  — 
Geographical  Designation:  Grand 
Hotel  Co.  of  Caledonia  Springs  v. 
Wilson,  Grand  Hotel  Co.  of  Cale- 
donia Springs  v.  Tune,  785. 

TRADE  UNION. 

See  Trade  Mark.  1. 

TRANSIENT  TRADERS. 

See  Municipal  Corporations,  9. 

* 

TREES. 
See  Timber  and  Trees. 

TRESPASS. 

1.  Entry  on  I^nd  —  Cutting  Timber- 

Measure  of  Damages  —  Distinction 
between  Trespass  and  Trover: 
f^nion  Bank  of  Canada  v.  Rideau 
Lumber  Co.,  704;  4  O.  L.  U.  721. 

2.  To  Land  —  Boundaries  —  Middle  of 

Stream:    Wason  v.  Douglas.  552. 

See  Conversion,  2 — Master  and  Servant. 
13 — Vendor  and  Purchaser,  1. 

TRIAL. 

See  Costs,  18— Criminal  Law— Deed.  1 
—Evidence.  1 — Injunction,  3— Jury 
— Jury  Notice  —  Malicious  Arrest 
and  Prosecution,  2-4 — New  Trial- 
Parties,  11— Street  Railways,  2,  4 
— Venue. 

TROVER. 

See  Conversion— Trespass,  1. 

TRUSTEE   RELIEF   ACT. 
See  Insurance,  16. 

TRUSTS  AND  TRUSTEES. 

1.  Liability  for  Default  of  Co-trustee— 

Active  Trustee— Request  of  Testator 
— Solicitor — Technical  Breach— Ex- 
cuse— iStatute :  liover  v.  Denne,  297 ; 
3  O.  L.  R.  664. 

2.  Lien  —  Abortive  Sale  —  Foreclosure- 

Purchase  by  Trustee:  Hutton  v. 
Justin,  04. 
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3.  Remuneration    of    Trustee— Quantum 

of  Allowance  —  Capital — Income  — 
Solicitor-trustee  —  I'rofit  Costs :  Re 
Williams,  534;  4  O.  I..  K.  501. 

4.  Riffht     af     Beneficiary     to     Enforye 

Trust:    Morse  v.  Morse,  5(H). 

5v'o  Assessment  ami  Taxes,  3,  9,  10 — 
Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency,  7  — 
Bills  of  Sale  ami  Chattel  Mort- 
gages, 3 — Building  Society— Church 
—Contract,  10— Deed,  5— Evidence, 
2,  G  —  Executors  and  Administra- 
tors-Insurance, 12— IMending,  ii— 
Schools,  5-Will.  12,  14,  21.  44. 

UNDEKTAKING. 

Sieo  Action.  3 — Division  Courts,  1 — Ex- 
•ecutors  and  Administrators,  7 — In- 
junction, 3  —  Municipal  Corpora- 
tions, 24  —  Specilic  Performance, 
11. 

UNDUE  INFLUENCE. 
?^>f.  Deed,  2,  3— Gift.  3,  4— Will,  2.  41. 

VACATION. 

J5ee  Appeal   to   Divisionaf  Court,  5. 

VALITATION. 

See  Landlord  and  Tenant,  4,  5 — Parti- 
tion, 2. 

VEHICLES. 
See  Municipal  Corporations,  5,  10. 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

1.  Action    far    Purchase    Money — Evid- 

ence— Trespnss  to  Goods:  Grear  v. 
Mayhew.  529. 

2.  Action    for    Purchase    Money — Evid- 

ence— Weight  of  —  Corroboration: 
Murray  v.  Empire  L.  &  S.  Co.,  310. 

3.  Delivery    of    Conveyance  —  Covenant 

for  Possession— Enforcement :  Ham 
V.  Pillar,  259. 

4.  Doubtful     Title— Forcing     on      Pur- 

chaser: Re  Camiibell  and  Horwood, 
139. 

i).  Sale  of  Land  Devised  by  Will  — 
Charge  of  Debts — Powers  of  Execu- 
tors— l)evi.sees  —  Widow — Dower  — 
Parties  to  (conveyance  —  Election: 
Ke  Bradhurn  and  Turner,  152;  3  O. 
h.  R.  351. 


See  Fixtures  —  Specific  Performance  — 
Timber  and  Trees,  2. 

VENUE. 

1.  Agreement  as  to  before  Action :  Dul- 

mage  v.  White,  4  O.  L.  R.  121. 

2.  Change  of— Speedy  Trial  —  Postpone- 

ment of  Sittings — Second  Applica- 
tion by  Plaintiffs  for  Change: 
Whelihan  v.  Hunter,  788. 

VOTERS'  LISTS. 
See  Parliamentary  Elections,  10. 

WAGES. 

ft 

See  Division  Courts,  o. 

WAIVER. 

See  Contract,  2.  4— Cavenant,  1— Crim- 
inal Law,  1 — Deed,  1 — Insurance, 
1,  2 — Landlord  and  Tenant,  3,  5— 
Master  and  Servant,  6— Mortgage, 
4— Pleading,  5 — Specific  Perform- 
ance, 5,  7. 

WAREHOUSEMAN. 

See  Bailment. 

WAREHOUSE  REC^EIPTS. 

See  Malicious  Arrest  and  Prosecution ,3. 

WARRANTY. 

See  Principjil  and  Ag:»«t,  5— Sale  of 
Goods,  4,  8,  11. 

WASTE. 

Cutting  Timber— Injury  to  Reversion- 
Injunction  —  Damages:  Ryan  v. 
Ryan,  824. 

See  Tenant  for  Life. 

WATER  AND  WATERCOURSES. 

1.  Change   in    Course    of    Stream  —  Ac- 

cretion—Reliction— Easement  —  Pos- 
sessory Title:  Massey-Harris  Co.  v. 
Elliott,  (X), 

2.  Dam — Diversion  of  Waters — Riparian 

Proprietor — Order  of  Judge — isotici^: 
McCready  v.  Gananoque  Water 
Power  Co.,  438. 

3.  Ditches  and  Watercourses  Act— Con- 

struction of  Ditch  —  I)eepening  — 
Jurisdiction  of  Engineer:  Lamphier 
v.  Stafford,  329. 
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4,  Injury   to    Land    by   Flooding—Ddm- 

ages — Summary  Procedure— Oosts — 
Dam— Owners — ^Tolls— Users:  Neely 
V.  Peter.  499;  4  O.  L.  R.  293. 

5.  Obstruction    of    Stream— Prescription 

— Mandatory  Injunction  —  Damages : 
Saunby  v,  London  Water  Commis- 
hioners,  567. 

See    Easement,   2— Municipal    Corpora- 
tions, 23— Trespass,  2. 


WAY. 

1.  Non-repair— Injury  to  Person- Death 

Caused  by  —  Municipal  Corporation 
— Negligence  —  Proximate  Cause  — 
Contributory  Negligence:  Gabv  v. 
City  of  Toronto,  440. 

2.  Non-repair — Injury    to    Person  —  Ice 

and  Snow — Municipal  Corporation — 
Gross  Negligence:  Mann  v.  City  of 
St.  Thomas,  4S0. 

3.  Non-repair — Injury  to  Person— Know- 

ledge of  Municipal  Corporation  — 
(vausa  Causans  —  Findings  of  Trial 
Judge  —  Appeal  —  Excessive  Dam- 
ages: Luton  V.  Township  of  Yar- 
mouth, 40. 

4.  Non-repair — Injury  to  Person— Know- 

ledge of  Municipal  Corporatiau— 
Negligence  —  Damages:  McOarr  v. 
Town  of  Prescott,  53,  439:  4  O.  L. 
R.  280. 

5.  Non-repair — Injury  to  Person — Liabi- 

lity of  Municipal  Corporation  — 
Nonfeasance  —  Limitation  of  Ac- 
tions: Minns  v.  Village  of  Omemce, 
362. 

6.  Non-repair — Injury   to  Person — Muni- 

cipal Corporation  —  Carriageway  — 
Footway — Finding  of  Fact  —  Inter- 
ference an  Appeal:  Belling  v.  City 
of  Hamilton,  124;  3  O.  L.  R.  318. 

7.  Non-repair — Injury  to   Person— Muni- 

cipal Corporation — Gas  Company — 
Relief  Over:  Mclntyre  v.  Town  of 
Lindsay,  492;  4  O.  L.  R.  448. 

8.  Non-repair— Injury  to   Person— Muni- 

cipal Corpora  ti(m  —  Negligence  — 
Bridge— Traction  Engine:  Pattison 
V.  Township  of  Wainfleet,  407. 

9.  Non-repair— Injury    to    Person— Side- 

walk—Liability  of  Municipal  Cor- 
poration: Madill  V.  Township  of 
Caledon,  299;  3  O.  L.  R.  5o5. 


10.  Non-repaiiv-Injury  to  Person— Side- 
walk—Snow  and  Ice  —  Municipal 
Corporation  —  Gross  Negligence: 
Stevens  v.  City  of  Chatham,  199. 

11.  Non-repair— Injury  to  Person — Ac- 
cumulation of  Snow— Liability  of 
Township  Corporation:  Hogg  v. 
Township  of  Brooke,  568. 

12.  Non-repair  —  Injury  to  Property- 
Guard  at  Approach  to  Bridge — Neg- 
ligence —  Municipal  Corporation  — 
Street  Railway:  Summers  v.  County 
Of  York,  137. 

13.  Private    Way— Building— Mandatory 

Injunction:  Scott  v.  Barron,  .>58. 

14.  Private  Way— Easement— Prescrip- 
tion—Railway  I^ands — User  not  In- 
compatible with  Requirements  of 
Railway:  Grand  Trunk  R.  W.  Co. 
v.  ValJiear,  695. 

15.  Private  Way  —  Easement— Implied 
Grant— Intention:  Styles  v.  Tow- 
ers, 533. 

16.  Public  Highway  between  Township* 
—  Existence  and  Location  of  — 
Boundary  Line — Records  of  Crown 
Lands  Department — Surveys — Field 
Notes:  Township  of  I^ochiel  v. 
Township  of  East  Hawkesbury,  064. 

17.  Road    Allowance — Obstruction — Rail- 

way— Fences  —  Municipal  Corpom- 
tion — By-law  —  Injunction  —  Juris- 
diction: Township  of  Gloucester  v. 
Canada  Atlantic  K.  W.  Co.,  (3,  4>w; 
3  O.  L.  H.  85,  4  O.  L.  R.  2t;2. 

See  Arbitration  and  Award,  4 — Assess- 
ment and  Taxes,  6— Constitutional 
Law,  1— Criminal'  Law,  9  —  Base- 
ment, 2 — Mortgage,  5,  6 — Municipal 
Corporations,  10,  12,  14,  19,  20  - 
Negligence,  4  —  Railways — Timber 
and  Trees,  1. 


WILL. 

1.  Action  to  Establish — Loss  of  Original 

— Proof  of  Copy — Evidence  of  Revo- 
cation— ^Parties — Administrator  i>en- 
dente  Lite:  Stewart  v.  Walker,  4,S9. 

2.  Action  to  Set  aside  —  Application  for 

Probate  —  Withdrawal  of  Caveat  — 
Burden  of  Proof  —  Testamentary 
Capacity — Undue  Influence:  North- 
more  V.  Abbott,  231. 

3.  Action  to  Set  aside — Costs — Separate 

Defence:    Slaven  v.  Slaven,  410. 


WILL. 
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4.  Construction— Absolute   Interest — Gift^ 

—Intestacy:    Re   Chapman,   434;    4* 
O.  L.  R.  130, 

5.  Construction— Bequest  —  "  Chattels  " 

—Mortgage:    Re    McMillan,    471;    4 
O.  L.   R.  415. 

•6.  Construction  —  Bequest  for  Life  to 
Widow— Use  in  Specie  of  Furniture 
— Income:  Valleau  v.  Valleau,  65. 

7.  Construction— Bequest  oi  Interest  on 
Payments  by  Devisees — Sale  in  Life- 
timB  of  Testator  of  Land  Devised — 
Failure  of  Bequest:  Heflfernan  v. 
McNab,  165. 

^.  Construction— Conversion  —  Mortgage 
—  Intestacy  —  Residuary  Legatee  — 
Executors:   Re  Moore,   50. 

-9.  Construction  —  Distribution  of  Estate 
'*  Heirs  "— "  Next  in  Heirship  "  — 
Period  of  Ascertainment:  Re  Gard- 
ner, 157;  3  O.  L.  R.  343. 

10.  Construction  —  Election  —  Dower  — 
Annuitant  —  Lapse  —  Intestacy  — 
•*  Balance:"  Re  Newborn,  Toronto 
General  Trusts  Corporation  v.  New- 
born, 122. 

11.  Construction— Estate  Tail:  Re  Mc- 
Allister, 230. 

12.  Construction  —  Executors— Power   to 

Sell—Real  Estate  Undisposed  of— 
Intestacy— Trust:  Re  Campbell  and 
HorwoQd,  139,  396. 

13.  Construction  —  Executory  Devise  — 
Period  of  Vesting— Majority— Death 
of  Life  Tenant— Double  Event  : 
Evans  v.  Evans,  69,  233. 

14.  Construction  —  Legacies  —  Period  of 
Vesting  —  Distribution  —  Realty  and 
Personalty  —  Sale  —  Dircctjon  to 
Trustees:  Smith  v»  Mason,  478. 

15.  Construction  —  Legacy  —  Interest  — 
Accumulation  —  Limitation  —  Con- 
dition—"  Auainst:"  White  V.  Mc- 
Lagan,  59. 

16.  Construction  —  Legacy  —  Period  of 
Vesting  —  Direction  to  Distribute 
Estate — Discretion  of  Executors:  Re 
Burch,  436. 

17.  Construction— Legacy — Support  an<l 
Maintenance  —  Absolute  Gift — Life 
Interest  —  Discretion  of  Executors: 
Re  Evans,  92;  3  O.  L.  R.  401. 

18.  Construction — Life  Estate:  Re  Pad- 
get  and  Curren,  427. 


19.  Construction  —  Alternative  Disposi- 
tion—Death of  Testator  and  Wife 
"  at  the  Same  Time  "  —  Lapse  of 
Sixteen  Days  between  Deaths — In- 
testacy:   Henning  v.  Maclean,  657; 

•      4  O.  L.  R.  666. 

20.  Construction  —  Annuities  —  Setting 
apart  Fund  for — Ifeficiency  of  In- 
come —  Encroaching  on  Principal  — 
Rights  of  Residuary  Legatees:  Re 
McKenzie,  739;  4  O.  L.  R.  707. 

21.  Construction — Bequest  for  Use  of 
Church— Trust  —  Mixed  Fund— Per- 
petuity: Re  Johnston.  Chambers  v. 
Johnston/ 806. 

22.  Construction  —  Conflicting  Bequests 
of  Personalty  —  Reconciling  —  Ejus- 
dem  Generis  Rule— Residuary  Be- 
quest: Re  Pink.  772;  4  O.  L.  R.  718. 

23.  Construction— Distribution  of  Estate 
— Income— Corpus:   Re  Butler,  826. 

2A.  Construction  —  Executors  —  Mort- 
gage—Covenant for  Payment— Pos- 
session: HaTght  V.  Dungertield,  551. 

25.  Construction— Fund  for  Payment  of 
Debts,  etc.— Specific  Legacies:  Re 
Page,  849. 

26.  Construction- Gift— Intention  to  In- 
clude Choses  in  Action— Reference 
— ^Appeal  frpm  Report  —  Looking  at 
Original  Will--Costs  :  Thorne  v.  Par- 
sons, 608;  4  O.  L.  R.  682. 

27.  Construction— Legacies  —  Conditions 
—  Defeasance  —  Payment  before 
Period  Mentioned  in  Will:  Re  Shore, 
586. 

28.  Construction—**  Personal     Represen- 

tatives " — Executors  or  Next  of  Km 
—Part  Intestacy— Rights  of  Widow 
—Advertisement  for  Creditors:  Re 
Daubeny,  773. 

29.  Construction— Provision  for  Mainte- 
nance of  Person— Alternative  Pro- 
vision: Leduc  V.  Booth,  800. 

29  (a).  Construction  —  Devise  to  Wife 
Subject  to  Condition  of  Making  a 
Will  in  Favour  of  Children:  In  re 
Turner,  4  O.  L.  R.  578. 

30.  Death  without  Issue — Executory  De- 
vise— Power  of  Sale — Executors  — 
Representatives  of:  Re  Fitzhimmons, 
220. 
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WINDING-UP— WRIT  OF  SUMMONS. 


76. 


oi.Devifie — Description  of  Land — Statute 
of  Frauds— Identifying  Land  —  Re- 
straint on  Alienation — ^Invalidity — 
Repugnancy:  Re  Gorbett  and  Har- 
tin.  744. 

• 

32.  Devise — Restraint  on  Alienation  — 
Validity — Case  Stated — Reference  to 
Divisional  Court — Res  Judicata:  Re 
Phelan,  741. 

33.  Devise  in  Trust  far  Church  after  Ex- 

piry of  Life  Estates— Time  of  Mak- 
ing Will— Statutes:  Re  Naylor,  809. 

34.  Direction  to  Pay  Debts  out  of  Estate 
— gpecific  Devise  of  Personalty  — 
Residuary  Devise  or  Money  ana 
Securities:  Re  Anderson,  217. 

35.  Executors — liCgacy  Duty— Discretion 
—  Residue  —  Crediting  Legacy  on 
Mortgage — Predecease  of  Legatee  — 
Lapse:  Re  Holland,  73;  3  O.  L.  R. 
40«. 

30.  Executors— Power  to  Mortgage  or 
Sell  Land— Directions  of  WiU:  Re 
Crawford,  470;  4  O.  L.  R.  313. 

37.  Legacy  —  Ademption  —  Evidence  : 
Tuckett-Lawry  v.  Lamoureaux,  2D5; 
3  O.  L.  R.  577. 

38.  Legacy  —  Infant  —  Payment  at  Ma- 
jority-Interest: Re  Perrin,  209. 

39.  Legacy— Mixed  Fund— Inter«'Ht— Ma- 

jority: Re  Scadding,  467,  (»«;  4  O. 
L.  R.  m2. 

40.  Legacy— Charge  on  Land— Interest- 
Legatee  also  Administrator  with 
Will  Annexed— Statute  of  Limita- 
tions: He  Yates.  630;  4  O.  L.  R.  580. 

41.  Testamentary  Capacity — Undue  In- 
fluence—Onus: Purdy  V.  Purdy,  449. 

42.  Testamentary  Capacity- Unsustained 

Charges  of  Fraud— Costs:  Taylor  v. 
Delauey,  40l>. 

43.  Testamentary  Capacity— Senile  De- 
mentia—Insane Delusions— Compre- 
hension of  Terms  of  Will— Attack  on 
Will  by  Person  Accepting  Benefit- 
Costs  :  McOarrigle  v.  Simpson,  085. 

44.  Trustees  —  Advances  —  Division  of 
Estate  —  Discretion  :  Hospital  for 
Sick  Children  v.  Chute.  321;  3  O.  L. 
R.  590. 


See  Contract,  l—Dower,  1,  2~Execii- 
tors  and  Administrators — Infant.   I 
—Insurance,  10.  12— Liquor  License- 
Act,      1— Partition,      1 — Revenue — 
Vendor  and  Purchaser,  5. 

WINDING-UP. 
See  Company,  8-14. 

WITNESSES. 

See  New  ^rial— Seduction. 

WORK  AND  LABOUR. 

Agent— Joint  Liability— Guaranty— Dam- 
ages for  Unskilful  Work— Set-off  or 
Counterclaim  —  Costs  :  Kelso  v. 
Thompson,  176. 

See  Contract,  17— District  Courts — Me- 
chanics' Liens. 

WORKMEN'S  COMPENSATION 

ACT. 

See  Master  and  Servant. 

W^RIT  OF  SUMMONS. 

1.  Service     on     Insurance     Company  — 

Power  of  Attorney — Removal  of  Of- 
fice from  Province:  Armstrong  v. 
Lancashire  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  3  O.  L.  U. 
395. 

2.  Service  out  of  Jurisdiction — Contract 

— Breach  within  Ontario — ^Traveller i 
Lovell  V.  Coles,  3  O.  L.  R.  291. 

,* 

3.  Service  out  of  .Jurisdiction — Contract 

—  Place  of  Performance  —  Quebec 
Law — Discretion:  Phillips  v.  Ma- 
lone,  200;  3  O.  L.  R.  492. 

4.  Service  out  of  Jurisdiction — Order  for 

Leave  to  Issue  Writ— Fixing  Time 
for  Appearance  —  Parties  —  Sei»a- 
rate  Causes  of  Action  —  Joinder  of  : 
.Tones  v.  Bissouette,  13;  3  O.  L.  K. 
54. 

5.  Service   out   of   Jurisdiction— Foreign 

Company— Transfer  of  Assets  in  On- 
tario to  Ontario  Company— Action  to 
Set  aside  —  Conditional  Appearance- 
— Res  Judicata:  Mackay  v.  Colonial 
Investment  and  I^oan  Co.,  5itt>,  592,. 
646;  4  O.  L.  R.  571. 

See   Bills   of   Sale   and    Chattel    Mort- 
gages, 4— Interest,  2— Pleading,  9. 


'.  t 
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